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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Pearson has announced that he will hear no more 
witness actions during the present sittings. 





Mr. V. I. Coampertary draws attention, in another column, to 
an important question arising out of the proposal to impose on the 
income of the real and personal property ob toshiba corporations 
an annual tax at the rate of five per cent. How will this tax 
affect the liability of lessees of the corporations in question under 
the frequently verbose covenant for payment by the lessee of all 
present and future taxes, assessments, impositions, charges, and 
outgoings payable either by landlord or tenant in respect of the 
demised premises? The Customs and Inland Revenue Bill pro- 
poses to make the tax a stamp duty, and to render the corporation 
and its officers alone answerable for its payment, but, notwith- 
standing this, it seems probable that a covenant by a lessee to the 
effect above mentioned would be sufficient to shift the burden 
from the corporation to the lessee (see Hartley v. Hudson, L. R. 
4 C. P. D. 367; Crosse v. Raw, 23 W. R. 6, L. R. 9 Ex. 209). 
This can hardly be the intention of the Government, yet we do 
not find any provision in the Bill for preventing this result, which, 
as regards leases already granted, will involve considerable hard- 
ship to the lessee. As regards leases granted after the imposition 
of the tax, the lessee will, no doubt, either see that the tax is 
expressly excepted from his covenant, or, if he is required to 
covenant to pay it, will regulate his offer of rent accordingly. 





Our REMARKS last week on the proposals for the assimilation of 
the ‘‘ death duties” were, of course, based upon the reports of Mr. 
(nr~pers’ Budget speech. The Customs and Inland Revenue Bill, 
which has been issued this week, explains a good deal which seemed 
doubtful on Mr. Curiprrs’ statement ; but it does not, so far as we 
can see, remove the difficulty to which we referred last week as 
likely to occur in ascertaining the capital value of real estate for 
the purpose of the new account duty. Clause 32, which imposes 
this new duty, makes it an additional succession duty, and 
expressly provides that it is to be paid ‘‘upon the value of the 
interest of the successor,” which, read in connection with section 
21 of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 51, seems to point to duty chargeable in 
respect of the individual enjoyment of the successor. But clause 
34 (which apparently applies both to the succession duty under 
the Act of 1853 and the proposed new account duty) provides that 
‘* where a successor upon the death of any person dying on or after 
the 1st of May, 1885, is entitled to real property for an estate in 
fee simple or in fee tail, or is entitled thereto for life and com- 
petent to dispose of a continuing interest therein, the duty in 


respect of his succession shall be assessed upon the principal value 
of such property.’ And the clause then provides that, in the case 
of the succession duty under the Act of 1853, the principal value 


shall not exceed the highest value in Table IIT. in the schedule to 
the Act of 1853, of an annuity equal to the annual value of such 
property—that is to say, we presume, the principal value of every 


£100 of annual value is not to exceed £2,439 15s. 6d. This | 
value of real | 


affords some standard for estimating the princi 
—5* | for the purposes of the old succession duty; but we do 
not any provision as to the mode in which the principal value 
is to be ascertained for the purposes of the account duty on real 
property. By clause 34, sub-clause 3, the provision of sec- 
tion 21 of the Act of 1853 that, in the case of the death of a 


x 





successor not competent to dispose of a continuing interest in the 
property, before all the instalments of duty have become due, “‘ any 
instalments not due at his decease shall cease to be payable,” is 
apparently proposed to be abolished. 





Tue question whether a notice of trial holds good after a cause 
has been struck out of the cause book under R. S. C., ord. 17, r. 10, 
which came before Mr. Justice Currry on the Ist inst. (Ze Blond v. 
Curtis, 33 W. R. 561), is one which apparently has never before 
been the subject of a reported decision. The cause having been 
struck out of the cause book by reason of its standing over for a 
year, the plaintiff paid the usual fee, and set the cause down a 
second time without having previously given notice of trial, 
as required by R. S. C., ord. 36, r. 15. The learned judge 
decided that the effect of the cause being struck out was to place it 
in such a position as if it had never been entered; that the old 
notice of trial did not remain in force, and that in the case before 
him the re-entry was erroneous. The rule under which the cause 
was struck out is not, by any means, new. It is a reproduction 
of the 21st of the Chancery Consolidated Orders, r. 8, and traces its 
origin to the year 1859. If plaintiffs were allowed to an 
unlimited extent te keep a cause in the books with the words 
‘* stands over” marked against it, a would be enabled to 
keep his opponent in suspense for an indefinite time. The rule was 
evidently intended to obviate this evil, but it was also intended to 
prevent the cause books from being overloaded with non-effective 
causes, either by reason of the object above pointed out, or by 
reason of carelessness or inadvertence in not procuring the removal 
from the list of those causes which have been settled or aban- 
doned. In its wording, ord. 17, r. 10, applies to causes which are 
ordered by the court to ‘stand over generally, with liberty to 
apply to restore,” and it seems that causes so marked will be 
struck out after twelve months. It is apprehended, however, 
that when in such a case the court orders the cause to be restored 
to the list, the notice of trial is, in fact, preserved by the liberty 
given to apply to restore; but it will be prudent, when such a case 
arises, for the party applying to restore a cause to the list which 
has been struck out under ord. 17, r. 10, to apply at the same 
time, either that the old notice of trial shall hold good, or to give 
a fresh notice of trial before carrying in the direction of the judge 
to be acted on by the cause clerks. 





Tue Court oF Appgat last week, as will be seen from the report 
elsewhere, reversed the decision of Mr. Justice Cave in Jn re 
Parker (ante, p. 132), disallowing to the Board of Trade the 
percentage charged by the official receiver upon the proceeds of the 
bankrupt’s household furniture sold by him, whilst acting as 
trustee, after adjudication, but before the appointment of a trustee 
by the creditors. The grounds upon which Mr. Justice Cave 
rested his decision were that, although the official receiver, on the 
adjudication being made, became trustee of the bankrupt’s property, 
his powers as trustee were restricted by section 70, sub-section I 
(@.), and sub-section 2, so that he had no power to sell any part 
of the estate except perishable s, at any rate without the 
express order of the Board of Trade, which he had not obtained ; 
but the learned judge declined to say whether, if the Board 
Trade had authorized the sale, it would have been good. 
sub-sections referred to provide that it shall be the duty of 
official receiver (inter alia), ‘‘ pending the appointment of a trustee 
to act as interim receiver of the debtor's estate, and, where a special 
manager is not appointed, as manager thereof,” and that, “‘ for the 
purpose of his duties as taferim receiver or manager, the official 


manager appointed by the High Court, but shall, as far as practic 
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able, consult the wishes of the creditors with respect to the 
management of the debtor’s property, and shall not, 
unless the Board of Trade otherwise order, incur any expense 
beyond such as is requisite for the protection of the debtor’s prop- 
erty or the disposing of perishable goods.” The sole question as 
to which Mr. Justice Cave and the Court of Appeal differed 
was as to the extent of the operation of these sub-sections. Mr. 
Justice Cave held that they were operative until the appointment 
of a trustee by the creditors, or, at least, of a trustee other than the 
official receiver, except in small bankruptcies, which are administered 
summarily. On the other hand, the Court of Appeal came to the 
conclusion that, on the adjudication being made, the official 
receiver was appointed trustee by virtue of the provisions in the 
Act, and that, on this “appointment,” he no longer acted as 
interim receiver and manager, but as trustee, with all the powers 
of atrustee. These powers include (section 56, sub-section 1) the 
power to “‘sell all or any part of the property of the bankrupt 
: by public auction or private contract.’ On this inter- 
pretation of the Act the official receiver, on his appointment as 
trustee, had clearly the power which he claimed to sell the furni- 
ture, and having exercised that power, the Court of Appeal held 
that the Board of Trade were entitled to charge the percentage of 
six per cent. under table D. of the list of fees and percentages 
sanctioned by the Treasury. Reading the words of the sections in 
their strict meaning, it is difficult to contest the interpretation 
placed upon them by the Court of Appeal, however much the 
decision may be regretted, as opening the way to abuse on the part 
of official receivers. This liability to abuse, however, will not be 
so great as it at first sight appears, since the Board of Trade have 
given up their original contention that the official receivers, in 
their capacity as interim receivers before adjudication, as well as 
trustees after adjudication, were entitled to realize any portion of 
the estate they might think proper. In the majority of cases—at 
any rate, of cases where there will be any estate to realize—no 
adjudication of bankruptcy will be made until after the first meeting 
of creditors has been held and a trustee has been appointed by the 
creditors. At the same time, the construction placed on the sections 
by the Court of Appeal can scarcely have been contemplated by 
the Legislature, considering the strong opinion expressed in Grand 
Committee of the House of Commons, which culminated in the 
passing of sub-section 5 of section 21, providing that ‘the official 
receiver shall not, save as by this Act provided, be the trustee of 
the bankrupt’s property.” The Legislature probably never intended 
to enact any substantial alteration of the provisions made by section 
17 of the Act of 1869 and rule 103 of 1871, beyond the alteration 
rendered necessary by the substitution of the official receiver for 
the registrar to act as interim trustee, and we have little doubt 
that the expression in section 70, sub-section 1 (a.), “‘ pending the 
appointment of a trustee,” was understood to refer to an appoint- 
ment by the creditors, as construed by Mr. Justice Cave. It is to 
be hoped that, to avoid the risk of abuse and consequent dissatis- 
faction, the Board of Trade will give stringent directions to the 
various official receivers not to realize assets whilst acting as trus- 
tees pending the appointment of a trustee by the creditors, except 
for very urgent reasons, and upon express instructions from the 





Taz Amexicas sovnxats announce that Mr. Auruve, the late 
President of the United States, has ‘resumed his law practice 
with his old firm,” and give interesting details as to the 
furniture of his office, which is stated to be of “mahogany, with 
cheery trimmings.” Litigants across the Atlantic may be con- 
gratulated on the opportunity thus afforded of obtaining for six 
and eightpence (or the American equivalent) the opinion of the 
late chief magistrate of one of the greatest States in the world, and 
the taxing officers of the American courts will find peculiarly 
fascinating employment in cutting down the bills of costs of an 
ex-President. 


The railing! in of the piece of waste land situate between Clement’s-inn 
amd the of the Loyal Courts of Justice is now almost 
cnn, and it in stated that when that is finished the ground will be 
ai ont an an ornamental garden. A carriage-drive for the judges will 
also be mate, with on entrance oppodte Ht. Clement’ s Church. 


RECENT DECISIONS ON THE LAW OF 
COMPENSATION. 


In two recent cases, decided by the same judges within two days 
of each other, important points of compensation law were deter- 
mined. In the case of Wadham v. North-Eastern Railway 
Company (33 W. R. 215, L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 747), where a 
railway company stopped up a street in which were a house an 
premises used as an hotel, whereby the value of the premises for 
using, selling, or letting as an hotel and public-house was 
diminished, it was held that the owner was entitled to compensa- 
tion under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, for the depreciation in 
the value of the premises. 

There is, as our readers will doubtless remember, a well-known 
decision of the House of Lords—Ricket v. Metropolitan Railway 
Company (15 W. R. 937, L. R. 2H. L. 175)—which has been a 
stumbling-block and rock of offence now for many years to 
all persons having to do with compensation cases. In case after 
case has this poor authority been trotted out unavailingly. The 
greatest respect has always been paid to it, as becomes a decision 
of the House of Lords; but, for some curious reason, it is a 
decision which never seems to be exactly applicable to the case 
under consideration. At first sight, the terms in which this 
decision is referred to in successive judgments appear to be 
most striking illustrations of the power of lawyers to see a distine- 
tion between identical things differently expressed. A man may 
not have compensation for loss of custom caused in a particular 
business by the execution of the statutory works; but, if the 
value of the property is affected by the loss of custom in a 
particular business, for that diminution in value compensation may 
be assessed. But, on consideration, it will appear that there is a 
distinction, though, being a refined one, it is possible that it may 
be misapplied in a particular case so as to do injustice. In 
Ricket’s case, as explained by Lord Chelmsford in Metropolitan 
Board of Works v. MacCarthy (23 W. R. 115, L. R. 7 H. L. 243), 
the essential fact is that there was no finding of damages which 
related to the premises, but merely of personal loss. We cannot 
help thinking that there probably was, in fact, in Ricket’s case, 
damage to the value of the premises; the claimant did allege that 
the public-house there had been injuriously affected, though the 
loss of custom was the only ground stated for that allegation. 

But, apart from the justice of particular cases, there may be a 
real distinction between mere loss of custom in a particular busi- 
ness and deterioration of the value of premises by such loss of 
custom. Nodoubt, generally speaking, in ninety-nine cases out of a 
hundred, if premises are built or used for a certain business, and the 
custom of that business is likely to fall off, the value of the pre- 
mises in the market is likely to be affected, but it does not neces- 
sarily follow in the nature of things that it would be so. Premises 
that had been used for one particular business which the execution 
of the works might affect might not be deteriorated in value, because 
they might continue to command an equal or even superior value 
for other businesses which the existence of the works might not 
injure or even might benefit. Ricket’s case is misleading because 
and in so far as the expressions there used may be supposed to 
support the proposition that you cannot tuke into consideration the 
fact of the particular business being carried on upon the premises. 
It is obvious that this proposition is nonsense, because it is often 
practically impossible to consider the value of premises for business 
purposes generally without reference to any particular sort of busi- 
ness. The discussion in Wadham v.. North-Eastern Railway Com- 
pony very clearly brings out the true principles involved, and 
shows that if the market value of the premises is diminished for 
selling or letting by loss of custom, that loss forms the subject of 
compensation. 

In the case of The Queen v. Hasex (383 W. B. 214, L. R. 14 
Q. B. D. 753) the facts were that, part of a building estate being 
taken by a local board for a sewage farm, the value of other parts 
of the estate was deteriorated, even in the absence of any nuisance 
arising from the sewage farm when made. It was held that the 
owner was entitled to compensation under the Lands Clauses Act, 
not only in respect of the land taken, but of the deterioration in 
| value of the other land. This is a decision of some importance in 

the same line asthe celebrated Stockport case (38 L. J. Q. B. 261). 
, he principle of that case seems to be that a broad distinction 
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must be drawn between cases of mere injurious affecting where no 
land is compulsorily taken, and cases of damage that arise where 
land is so taken. It is clear law in the first case that, the 
Legislature having sanctioned the user of the works when com- 
pleted, no damage arising merely from their user is the subject of 
compensation, but there must be some injurious affection arising 
from the works themselves; and it is also settled that there can 
only be compensation where, but for the statute, there would have 
been an actionable wrong. In the second case the Legislature 
has provided that, in fixing the compensation for the 
land compulsorily taken, the tribunal may take into 
consideration the damage arising from nuisance or other 
injurious affection of such lands by the exercise of the powers of 
the Act; and under this provision it would seem that it is not 
necessary that there should be that which, without the statute, 
would have been wrongful, and compensation for damage arising 
from user of the works, as sanctioned by the Act, may be given, 
the principle being that an owner voluntarily selling would take 
into consideration, in fixing the price, damage that would probably 
be caused to his remaining land by the use to which the land 
purchased was to be put. Now, whether an actual nuisance is 
ultimately the result of a sewage farm or not, there is, no doubt, a 
suspicion that it may be, and practically the reputation—i.e., the 
value—of the adjoining land will suffer. It is only justice that a 
person compelled to sell should have the price ascertained on the 
same principles as any reasonable, fair, and prudent vendor would 
apply in fixing the price upon a voluntary sale. On the other 
hand, a person, none of whose land is compulsorily taken, is only in 
the same position as if his neighbour had voluntarily sold the land 
to the company or local authority for purposes authorized by the 
law, but which might injure his property. At least, that is the 
theory of the thing, though it may be doubted whether practically 
it is not a matter of considerable hardship. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


II—ORGANIZATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
CONTENTIOUS BUSINESS. e 


Country SoLiciroR AND LONDON AGENT. 


THE title of this article is suggestive of a wider range of topics than 
that of our present division ; but we have placed it in that division, 
as the observations which we have to offer bear specially upon con- 
tentious business. 

The extent of the country solicitor’s dependence on the services of 
his London agent is very much diminished now as compared with the 
state of things which existed in former days. Many circumstances — 
some dating a considerable time, some very modern—have con- 
tributed to bring about the change. Looking back on the causes 
which have been at work, the railway unquestionably comes first, 
both in time and importance of result, A journey which occupied a 
week can now be compassed by the country solicitor twice in a day, 
with . — allowance of working hours in London to boot. And 
scarcely less important in its consequences upon our present subject, 
though more gradual in its — os been the of 
legislation by which a net-work of inferior courts and district 
registries has been spread over the kingdom. Passing by cause, 
however, and coming straight to effect, it is an undoubted fact—worthy 
to be borne in mind on both sides—that at the present day the 
country solicitor can do many things himself, to accomplish which 
he was formerly obliged to invoke the aid of his London agent, and 
that he is proportionately less important to the latter as a dry 
question of pounds, shillings, and pence, 

The noy work of a country solicitor is regarded in several 
different lights by London solicitors. Some make it a special feature 
of their business, and are known throughout the profession as “ oy 
houses.” Others will not deign to touch it. Others, again, wil only 
take it for special clients, or on special terms as @istinguished from 
the usual ‘‘ half-and-half” division of profits on work done in London, 
And others take it when it comes, but do not lay themselves out for 
it, or care very much about it one way or the other, It is, of course, 

urely a matter of accident or choice, as the case may be, with any 
individual London solicitor within which of these heads he may 
happen to range himself; and we could not fitably offer any 


suggestion from the point of view of which is the best and wisest 
attitude, But we are rather disposed to think that those who d 
or have no inclination for London agency work on the score of its 


involving much labour and little profit—and especially those 
who — not otherwise much contentious business— overlook 
one consideration which is not unimportant. By far the greater 
proportion of this work is ited by actual steps of 
procedure in court and chambers. It follows that in the performance 
of it there will arise many opportunities of coming into contact with 
officials, of preparing perusing all sorts of documents used in 
contentious business, of clearing up doubtful points of practice, of 
gaining familiarity with places and things which it behoves a solici- 
tor, either personally or vicariously his staff, to be well 
acquainted with. This appears to us to be a solid practical gain, in- 
dependently of direct money results. It is, no doubt, quite true that 
similar opportunities are afforded also by contentious business done 
—* * character \.. a solicitor ‘ “ ——— and — a 

mdon agent. But our point is t agency work, as ially 
running me t the channel which we have indicated, affords i 
advantages of this character, and that even where, independently of 
it, a solicitor has a fair share of contentious business, it will be to his 
advantage to embrace all available means of gaining additional ex- 
perience and facilities in the conduct of that class of business. The 
more often any particular solicitor’s name catches the eye of masters, 
chief clerks, taxing masters, registrars, and other officers of the court, 
the more easily, as a general rule, will that solicitor’s contentious 
work pass through its various The machinery will be under- 
stood in proportion to the frequency with which it is used. 

At the same time the question of pounds, shillings, and pence is, 
of course, a most material element for the London solicitor’s con- 
sideration. Does cy work pay? Putting aside special bargains 
as being comparatively rare furnishing no text for 
observation, it does not pay very much. According to usage 
the —— solicitor receives half of the profit attaching to the work 
of his London agent, and the latter throws in gratuitously a great 
deal of correspondence, and occasionally also a many interviews. 
Furthermore, the London agent y has to do a good many 
= odd jobs, for which virtue is its own reward, such as advising 

e country solicitoron some point of etiquette or practice, or making 
some inquiry of a personal character for him. And lastly, when any 

— — conducted partly in London, turns out un- 
fortunately for the country solicitor, he will his Lon- 
don agent to share meekly the sacrifice which he is himself called 
upon to make, though, it may be, with considerably smaller induce- 
ment for doing so, and without any previous voice in the matter of 
the prudence or imprudence of the acts which have eventuated in that 

t. Filter all this down to the rate of remuneration actually re- 
ceived for work and labour done, and deduct from the result a 
reasonable proportion for office expenses incurred in earning it, and 
the ultimate profit will certainly not ee any features for ardent 
self-congratulation on the —— of the ion agent. , 

Our own impression is that from a purely financial point of view 
London agency work is a source of appreciable profit =. oe a 
large quantity of it is done. To send a well-paid clerk to the Central 
Office, thereto wait about for a a of — — with the 
result of earning three shillings fourpence for jug a sum- 
mons, is distinetly an unprofitable — tee of time and trouble. 
But if the solitary summons is multiplied by a dozen, if, by putting 
his head into one room while he is waiting ing to came to 
pass in another room, and repeating the process at uent intervals, 
the same clerk can and does earn a shower of three shillings and four- 
pees eae of time, the case will be materially altered. 

ere was a distinct germ of true political economy under 
the aprarently contradictory observation of the elderly lady who re- 
—— which she was at a fair, 
**T loses on every one, but it’s the quantity that pays.” Again, the 
seem aspect of the matter will always be, to some extent, in- 

uenced by the spirit in which the country solicitor regards the 
relationship between himself and his London agent. He may take a 
nerous or ungenerous view of it. He may make an excellent meal 
imself, and leave only the dry bones for his London agent to pick, 
or he may ize that something more is due to the latter 
grounds of fair dealing and justice. The country solicitor who « 
not hesitate to give his London agent any —2— 
trouble when it suits his purpose, but, on the other » equally 
does not hesitate to avail himself of the spurious legal services of a 
law stationer to take some step for him, with no better reason than 
that he appropriates, by so domg, a larger share of profit to himself 
than if he were to employ his London agent, does not, to our think- 
ing, deal fairly in spirit with the latter, though he may keep jest 
within the letter of the law as it now stands. And again, y, we 
hold that there is no sufficient profit attaching to London agency 
work to induce a London solicitor, with reasonable pradence or 
regard for his own interests, to incur out-of-pocket expenses or habili- 
ties to any appreciable extent in the conduct of it, or to give a very 
extended of oredit for his The answer to the question 





un cl tan does eae ae worth doing, from a monetary 
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int of view, depends whether it is or is not to be 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 





May 16, 1885s 








cash payments and liabilities, and his bills be paid within a reason- 
able time after they are rendered. 

Passing from this preliminary aspect of the subject to the relation- 
ship where it actually exists, we will now proceed to offer a few 
observations as to what appears to us to be involved in the right 
performance of its duties. 

First, what may the country client fairly expect at the hands of 
his London —— * Je 

Imprimis, to have his work properly and intelligently attended to. 
And here we think that the country solicitor—or rather, perhaps, the 
country solicitor’s client—occasionally has just cause of complaint, 
though he does not always know it. 

Sometimes the shortcoming takes the form of committing an im- 
portant summons or appointment or consultation to a clerk who 
manifestly has not the uisite knowledge or experience to do 
justice to the part witch the solicitor should play. Or it may be 
that a client of the country solicitor, if he has occasion to call at the 
office of the London agent, does not receive the amount of personal 
attention and consideration which he may with reason expect, and 
which would certainly be bestowed upon him if he did not represent 
agency business. 

It is more pleasant to work for whole fees than half fees, and it is 
only fair to human nature to admit that, when work is well paid for, 
it is not surprising that it should be done with greater interest and 
= than when it is ill paid for. Moreover, it cannot be pretended 

London agency work is usually particularly attractive. It is 
generally limited to taking an isolated step now and again in some 
given matter, and the gap between each step is destructive of 
personal interest. There is seldom any real handling of a case from 
start to finish. Still, allowing for all this, the fact remains that the 
interests of the ultimate client ought not to be prejudiced by the 
accident of his being represented partly in the country and y in 
London, instead of wholly at one end or the other. The London 
solicitor should not be less scrupulous to see that his agency work is 
a. yond done than he would be with other work corresponding in 

and in degree of importance. In one of Mr. Robertson’s | 
comedies an officer, after admitting that he had done very little | 
fighting, urged, as an excuse, that he had had very little pay, but | 
the solicitor in real life can hardly, with self-respect, take refuge | 
behind a similar plea. He is free to take agency work or refuse it. 
If he elects to take it, he should do so with the determination to see 
that it is properly done, and that neither the country solicitor nor 
the latter’s client shall have any just cause to complain of its being 
left to the mercy of incompetent or overweighted clerks, or other- 
wise 3 
On the other hand, it must be confessed that what the country 
solicitor may fairly expect, and what he does, in fact, expect, are not 
i i one and the same thing. He is occasionally known to look 
to his London brother to make bricks without straw. We adverted 
incidentally in an earlier article to the prodigies which the London 


is sometimes expected to — in the matter of gaining time. 
is one form of r exaction. Then, again, it is not an 





i ’ furnishing him with appro- 
— materials for doing justice to the client. , perhaps, he may 
asked, at very inconvemently short notice, to do something when 
notice could just as easily have been given. Or the country 
solicitor may arrive at his London agent’s office in an irritating 
condition of extreme freedom from any personal pressure of engage- 
ments, and expect to have an inordinate measure of time devoted to 
him, in which to discuss 2 number of topics relevant and otherwise, 
which, be it observed, the London agent will receive no remuner- 
when his somewhat meagre agency bill comes to be rendered. 
the country solicitor, being ah to comprehend why a judge or 
clerk or master has not adopted a view which he conscientiously 
believes to be (and which, perhaps, is, in fact) right, may be disposed 
to attribute the circumstance unjustly to « failure on his London 
agent’s part to present his arguments with sufficient force and clear- 
that all questions have two sides to them, and some 
—— a great many more. We do not suggest for a moment 
all, or, for that matter, any, of these failings can fairly be said 
istic of the country solicitor as a general rule, but only 
that safficiently numerous instances nay be met with in which they 
are displayed to render it fitting to mention them as 4 counterpoise to 
the weak points to which we have referred as observable here and there 
in the cominct of London agency work. 








The twelfth annual general meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent 





Amodiation will be heid in the Middle Tem Hall on Wednesday, the 
Dts tat, at halt-past tour o dock, Wr 2 Giffard, W.C., M.P,, in 
the chaiz. All members of the luns of Court are invited to attend, , 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE PROPOSED TAX ON THE PROPERTY OF 
CORPORATIONS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Sir,—It appears from the Budget speech that it is intended to 
impose an annual charge of five per cent. on the annual value of the 
property of certain corporations as equivalent to succession duty, and 
in view of this I think the following point is deserving of considera- 
tion. 

I refer to the common practice in leases of property, whether 
belonging to individuals or corporations, for the lessee to covenant 
to pay all taxes, assessments, impositions, and outgoings of every 
description, parliamentary, parochial, or otherwise, the language of 
this covenant being generally very wide. The question, therefore, 
occurs whether the new charge will not fall within the scope of 
such a covenant, unless care be taken to exclude it. 

In the case of individuals the question has not arisen, because the 
burden of succession or legacy duty has been met either in one pay 
ment or in a few payments, and such payments have been clearly 
in the nature of duty, and traceable to the isolated event of death. I 
believe it has never been contended that such duty was payable by 
the lessee. When, however, the charge becomes, as in the case of 
corporations, an annual one, not attributable to any death, or other 
isolated or periodical event, it is easy to see that the question may 
become more difficult, and, looking at the generality of the language 
usually employed, I fear that the result might be to saddle lessees 
with a burden which it was never intended they should have to bear, 
and to exempt corporations from a burden which it is distinctly 
intended that they should bear. 

It is to be hoped that the measure will be so drafted as to guard 
against this, and I have, therefore, called the attention of the authori- 
ties and of the Law Society to it. The subject is of so much im- 
portance that I think I need not apologize for bringing it before the 
profession also. V. I, CHAMBERLAIN. 

48, Finsbury-square, London, E.C., May 13. 





RE THOMAS WILSON—SOLICITORS’ REMUNERATION ACT, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—Referring to your article upon this case (ante, p.429), it may 
be of interest to your readers to see the particulars of the surveyor’s 
bill referred to in the judgment, and we, therefore, beg to enclose a 
copy, which you will, perhaps, insert in your next issue. 

For obvious reasons we refrain from making any comment upon 
the decision. Tyrer, Kenton, TYRER, & Srmpson. 

Union Chambers, 14, North John-street, Liverpool, May 7. 


[The following are the particulars referred to :— 
1884. 


£84, 


April 22.—Conference with Mr. Tyrer, and instructions 
to make survey and valuations in lots of the 
te yl , oar “gta sala, 

,, 26.—Survey of the property, and comparing plan 
attached to the Seats with existing boundaries 

May 1.—Re-survey of property, indicating boundaries 

of land belonging to Mr. W. B. Wignall and 
* Dodd's Trustees. Two clerks engaged two 
ee. : —— 
Preparing lan of pro , and plottin 
* to scale of 133 feet 0 Tih, — — 
contents of land, and dividing same into four 
lots for purposes of sale , ‘ : 
Preparation of two fair copies of same : 
9.—Conference with Mr. Tyrer at Arkwood in re- 
ference to a suggested scheme of re-lotting 
land N. side Old Chester-road, and abutting 
Bremborough Pool . ° : ° ‘ : 
16,—Survey of Arkwood House and grounds, taking 
measured details of buildings for particulars of 


sale , ° : : ° ° — 

», 22,—Clerk attending at Bebington and tracing tithe 
award, dated 26th August, 1847, of property in 
reference to identification of area of certain lots 
affected by the title, and paid rectorial fees . 1 
To valuations in detail of the entire property as 
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June 9.— —*— of plan in detail of Arkwuod Estate 
for lithography < : > . a ao Ys Se 
Perusal of affidavit regarding areas and values 
of land to be sold to Mr. W. B. Wignall, and 
sworn to same . ‘ . ° : ° - 010 6 
., 17.—Assistants at Arkwood measuring off the 
; several boundaries to lot No. 1, and checkin 
area of land purchased by Mr. W. B. Wi d 


and expenses; engaged one andahalfdays . 2 2 0 

To fair copy —— of land purchased by Mr. 

W. B. Wignall (for deed). .. ‘itt eee 
Total . - £40 3 0) 





INSURABLE INTEREST. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can any of your readers refer me to any case deciding 
whether a woman has an insurable interest in the life of her intended 
husband ? 

A. B. insures his life for £1,000. The insurance moneys are 
expressed to be payable to C, D., ‘‘intended wife of the said 
A. B.,” or her legal representatives. Thesaid C. D. had no pecuniary 
interest nally og life of 8* assured, — * as arose —— the 
en. en marry. e marriage sho afterwards takes place. 
lala a valid policy, or void under 14 Geo. 3, ec. 48, ot to 
want of interest at the time the insurance was effected? Is the policy 
good as against creditors of the husband ? 

I believe that an insurance in this form is unusual in England, and 
as a matter of fact the policy was issued by an American office, though, 
inasmuch as the insurance moneys are payable in London, it is pre- 
* Pa on law would apply (Ruse v. Mutual Benefit Company, 
23 N. Y. A 

The statute, 14 Geo. 3, c. 48, was never in force in America, but 
has been there interpreted as declaratory only of the common law 
(see ‘‘ Porter’s Laws of Insurance,” p. 36), 

References to cases will oblige. 

Walthamstow, May 11. 


A. BARHAM, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 15, R. 1; orp. 55, R. 10—Accounts anp Inquiries 
—ADMINISTRATION AcTion—Discretion or Court.—In a case of Allen v. 
Taylor, before the Court of Appeal, No. 2, on the 6th inst., a question 
arose as to the making of an order for accounts and inquiries under rule 
1 of order 15. The writ in the action claimed the tion of the 
estate of a testator and the execution of the trusts of his will. The plain- 
tiff was a mortgagee of the interests of nearly all the legatees under the 
will, including the residuary legatees; the defendants were the surviving 
trustee and executor, and the executrix of a deceased trustee and execu- 
tor. The statement of claim alleged that the deceased trustee had been 
guilty of breaches of trust. The claim, however, was in the same words 
as the indorsement on the writ. The testator had been dead more than 
ten years. The estate of the deceased trustee was being administered in 
another action. The plaintiff took out a sammons under rule 1 of order 
15 for certain accounts and inquiries, some of the inquiries asked for not 
being ordinary inquiries in an administration action. Bacon, V.C., 
refused to make any order on the summons. He was of opinion that the 
plaintiff could obtain all the relief which he really wanted by es et 
the action to administer the estate of the deceased trustee. It was urged that 
the fact that the executrix of the deceased trustee t hereinafter have to 
account as for a breach of trust was no reason why the residuary adminis- 
tration accounts should not be taken at once. ere was no prelim’ 

uestion to be tried as regarded these accounts. The Court of Aj 

Corron, Liypury, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corroyn, L.J., 
said that, under rule 1 of order 15, only such accounts and inquiries could 
be directed as were specially asked for in the indorsement of the writ, or 
were necessarily involved in it. Inquiries as to a breach of trust 
were not necessarily involved in a claim for administration, and 
it would not be right to direct them under order 15 when the writ was 
so indorsed. But the order of the Vice-Chancellor was ht on 
another ground—viz , that it was very probable that the ordinary adminis- 
tration accounts might not be required atall. The Vice-Chancellor had 
rule 10 of order 55 in view, and he left it to be deaided at the trial of the 
action whether it would be necessary to have an order for general admin- 
istration at all—whether the whole matter m dispute between the 
—* might not be determined by means of some special inquiries. 

INDLEY, L.J., said that he did not wish to restrict the extreme uid of 
ord. 15, r. 1. But in working that rule regard must be had to rule 10 of 
order 55, which was one of the most useful of the existing rules, He was 
not at all satisfied that in the present case it would be necessary to have 
the ordinary admininistration accounts taken, Fry, L.J., said that in the 
present case the preliminary question had to be determined, whether the 





ordinary accounts would be required at all—whether the real con’ 

could not be decided without them.—Covnse1t, Marten, Q.C., and 
Chester ; Warrington; Vennell. Soxicrrons, J. J.§ C. J. Allen; Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray. 

In another case of O’Sullican v. Young, on the same day, in which also 
Bacon, V.C., had refused to order the administration account and 
inquiries upon a summons under ord. 15, r. 1, the court affirmed his order 
on similar grounds. The action was t by the executrix of a 
deceased beneficiary. Accounts had been made out ten years ago, and 
then assented to by most of the beneficiaries. The plaintiff desired to 
have information to enable her to administer her own testator’s estate, and 
the solicitors to the executors of the original testator had raised difficulties 
as to the ape | of a copy of the account a Hs eee on. 
Corton, L.J., said that after the writ had been a poner Sees 
have taken outa summons for prod: i 
then she could have seen the accounts, and w: have been ina 
to judge whether it would be n that the ordinary 
accounts should + io. If —5 seen the * a — have 
appeared at once it was unnecessary ve 
pn te taken by the court. But the defendants’ solicitors had 
very unreasonably, and, therefore, the appeal would be dismissed, 
costs. Liypxey, L.J., said that the summons to have been taken 
out on the theory that a person interested m estate of a testator was 
entitled to have the ordinary administration accounts taken, 
because he asked for them, without any regard to rule 10 of order 55. Fry, 
L.J., said that, if the Vice-Chancellor had granted the application, he 
would have been overruling rule 10 of order 55.—CounszL, Hemming, Q.C., 
and P. V. Smith; Marten, Q.C., and McSwinney. Sorscrrors, John 
Ellerton ; Mitton. 

Money Pap unpER Ititecan Conrract—Money pDEPosrrep BY AccUsED 
with Bar as Inpemntry.—In the case of Hermann v. Zeuchner, before the 
Court of Ap No. 1, on the Ist inst., the question was as to the 
right of the tiff to recover a sum of money deposited by him with the 
defendant for the purpose of indemn the defendant against any 
liability he might incur under a bail to be entered into by him 
as surety for the plaintiff. The plaintiff, Alonzo Hermann, was con- 
victed at the Middlesex Sessions of keepi 
ordered to find two sureties in £50 
years. Being unable to find more 
but the plaintiff's wife ee ie £49 with the defendant on the 
terms that it should not be during the two years, the defendan 
entered into the bail bond for the plaintiff, who was 
The plaintiff before the end of the oe 
£49 as money had and received. The d 
for deposit, and the plaintiff in reply objected that the defence 
not sufficient in point of law, on the ground that 


Fae 
z 
1 
a4 


e court (Brett, M.R., and Baeeattay and Bowery, L.JJ.) 
appeal. Brert, M.R., said that the contract was 


i 
i 


away the protection which the were bound to give to the law, for 
if the principal gives to the intended surety the means of | the 
bail bond, the surety has no interest at all to see that the 

the law. But if the contract is illegal, and if the whole of it been 
executed on both sides, the person vouching the illegality will not be 
assisted by the law to recover. It was only necessary to differ from 
Stephen, J., in that he came to the conclusion that, because the money 
was not paid under the bond, the contract was not fully executed, whereas 
their } thought that it was. The t of the bond was no 
part of the contract between the plaintiff and defendant, but was an 
obligation imposed upon the defendant by the law. In his lordship’s 
opinion the plaintiff could not recover after the two years any more than 
before. The defendant was therefore entitled to judgment. If Wilsen v. 
Strugnell had been before the court, they should not have agreed with it. 


3 


Bacoattay and Bowsy, L.JJ., were of the same opinion.—Corxsst, 
S. Boulter. Soxurcrrors, Freeman ¢ Winthrop > EB. D. Lewis. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Tavstess —Powrr or Ixvastasnt— Uncerrrorren Drscrerres 
Powrr or Covrr.—In a case of Brown ¥. Brews, before Pearson, J., on 
the 9th inst , there was a question as to the propriety of certain investments 
which had been made by the trastees of a will, The action was for the 
administration of the estate of a testator who, by his will, had devised and 
bequeathed all his real and personal estate (not cally dispored af) to 
his trustees (who were also executors) upon for sale and con 
and that they should out of the proceeds, and out of such part of his 
personal eaeap he ye cps pty) Sey he On 
mentary expenses and debts, and some = And he directed 
that the trustees should invest all the remainder of the a > 
their hands in respect of his estate, in their names or under 
in such mode or modes of investment as they in their 
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of foreign governments. He also held some shares (not fully paid up) ina 
bank. After the testator’s death, but before the commencement of the 
action, the trustees invested some of the moneys in their hands in the 
purchase of foreign bonds, bonds of a colonial railway company, and 
additional shares (not fully paid up) in the same bank. ese bank 
shares were afterwards sold at a considerable profit. The chief clerk by 
his certificate disallowed the trustees the moneys which they had laid out in 
these purchases, ing as due from them on account of the estate a 
balance which included those sums, on the ground that the investments 
were not authorized by the will. Pxarson, J., was at first disposed to 
think that the power of investment, wide as it was in its terms, was 
necessarily limited to securities within the jurisdiction of the court. But, 
hemor he came to the conclusion that the trustees, having acted 
—*— the belief that the power authorized the investments, could not 
be h personally responsible for the moneys which they had thus 
expended. But he said that these securities ought not to be retained. The 
trustees might postpone the conversion, but it must not be indefinitely 

. At the same time he sanctioned a proposed investment of 
some funds in court in (inter alia) the inscribed stocks of some Colonial 
Governments.—Cownset, Fischer, Q.C., and A. Whitaker; J. G. Wood ; 
Middleton. Souticrrors, Eagleton § Son; A. F. & R. W. Tweedie. 


Domicir—Nationatiry—Inrant—CvusTtoD¥—JURISDICTION—OONFLICT OF 
Laws—Bnrurtisu Svnsect norn Aproad.—In the case of In re Willoughby, 
an Infant, which came before Kay, J., on the 2nd and 12th insts., a ques- 
tion arose as to the jurisdiction of the English courts to appoint a guardian 
of an infant who was born in France and resided in that country. The 
father, who was the son of a natural-born British subject, was born in 
France, and lived and died there. He married a Frenchwoman, who sur- 
vived him. By the law of France the surviving parent is entitled to the 
guardianship of the children of the marriage. The infant was entitled io 
certain ao in France, but was not entitled to any property in 
—— e mother was not a proper person to have the custody of 

- Proceedings had been instituted in France for the appointment 
of a guardian of the infant, but the French courts, upon receiving 
information that a similar application was pending in England, declined to 
interfere until the English courts had arrived at a decision upon the ques- 
tion. The —** application related only to the person, and not to the 
property, of the infant. It was contended on behalf of the respondent, 
the mother, that the English courts had no jurisdiction to appoint 

of an infant born and residing in France, whose surviving 

parent was domiciled in France, and that, even assuming jurisdiction, as 
the court had no power to enforce the order, it would be more conveni- 
ent to leave the French courts to deal with the matter. Kay, J., 
said that the law applied which was stated by him in De Geer v. Stone 
(31 W. R. 241, L. R. 22 Ch. D. 243), that a grandchild of a natural-born 
British subject who was born abroad, and whose father was born abroad, 
would be a British subject, although the child of such grandchild would 
not be. Accordingly this infant was entitled by statute to all the rights of 
a natural-born British subject. It was admitted that if the child were in 
the court would appoint guardians other than the mother, and 

would not permit the child to remain in her custody. But it was said that 
the court had no power, or that, if it had, it ought not to exercise its power. 
That question was settled beyond controversy by Hope v. Hope (2 W. R. 698, 
4De - M. &G. 328). This child was entitled to all the rights and privileges 
ofa British subject as much as if she had been born in this country, and 
therefore it was within the jurisdiction of the court to provide for her care 
and custody. _But the argument was that, because the child was born 
abroad, the widow, by the law of France, was entitled to be guardian, 
and that, though circumstances might arise which would induce the 
French courts to interfere with that right, the application ought to be 
made to the French and not to the English courts. It was said that, 
because the mother was, by the French law, guardian of this child, there- 
fore, these courts could not interfere. His lordship could not accede to 
that argument without overruling Hope v. Hope. The other question, 
whether the court would, in its discretion, interfere, was a different 
matter. Lord Cranworth said that there might be many cases in which 
the courts would ene: to exercise their — as where the 
parents were abroad, there was no property gland, because an 
order might be a mere brutum fulmen, which the court would have no 
toenforce. But in this case the French courts had done that which 
lordship was sure the English courts would have done in a similar case, 
they declined to exercise their jurisdiction until the question had been 
decided by the English courts. In a converse case these courte would 
most hold their hands and await the decision of the French 
tribunals, would do all in their power to enforce that order. That 
was to international comity. Here the court was almost 
invited to say what should be done. That removed any doubt whether he 
right exercise his jurisdiction. His lordship, therefore, thought it 


say—although there was no to enable him to enforce 

order—that it was to aj t lish guardians over the 

person of this child, and he 7. mene Se mais Vals 80 

chambers for —— tthold ; J.G. Wood. Soraicrrons, 
. Tweedie. 





Amarmisrnation —Gnant to Cxmrorn—Comrany—Catt, ow SHARES 
avrex Daarn or Inreeratx.—In the Probate Division, on the 12th inst., 
in a case of Tomlenem 4. Gilby, an application for a grant of letters of 

to a creditor was e under the following circumstances, 
John Gilby dicd intestate on the 14th of May, 1494, being then possessed 
A certain shares in the Kingston Cotton Mill Company, upon which 
thares a call wae made on the 8th of September, 1844, and became 





payable on the 10th of October, 1884. The present motion was for a 
grant of m to the secretary of the company as a creditor in 
respect of the above call. The only next of kin of the deceased was his 
brother, who was a lunatic, and who, as well as his committee, had been 
served with the citation. It was argued that the case was analogous to 
those in which a grant of administration as to a creditor had been made 
to an undertaker claiming against the estate for the expenses of the 
funeral of the deceased. Burr, J., held that, as the call on the shares 
was clearly due from the estate of the deceased, the company was 
entitled to a grant of administration.—Counset, Bayford. Soxicrror, 
A. RB. Oldman. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Banxruprcy—OrriciaL Recerver—Powszr To skit Banxrurt’s Prop- 
ERTY WHEN ACTING as TrusTzEE—Banxnrvuptcy Act, 1883, ss. 9, 10, 20, 21, 
22, 54, 56, 68, 70, 121.—On the 8th inst. the Court of Appeal, No. 1 
Brett, M.R., Bagcattay and Bowen, L.JJ.), reversed the decision of 

ave, J., in In re Parker (ante, p. 132), as to the powers of the official 
receiver in bankruptcy. The question was whether the official receiver, 
when acting as trustee in a ptcy, in the interval between the 
adjudication and the appointment of a trustee by the creditors, has power 
to se]l the property of the bankrupt, other than perishable goods. Oave, 
J., held that he has not, and he ordered an official receiver, who had sold 
furniture of a bankrupt in that interval of time, to pay over to the trustee 
subsequently appointed by the creditors the commission of six per cent. 
on the proceeds of sale, which he had retained. The material provisions 
of the Act are as follows :—Section 9 provides that, ‘‘on the making of a 
receiving order, an official receiver shall be thereby constituted receiver of 
the property of the debtor.” Section 10 gives the court power, if neces- 
eary for the protection of the estate, to appoint the official receiver to be 
interim receiver of the property of the debtor at any time after the 
presentation of a bankruptcy petition, and before a receiving order is 
made. Section 20 provides (1) that, “‘ Where a recciving order is made 
against a debtor, then, if the creditors at the first meeting, or any 
adjournment thereof, by ordi resolution resolve that the debtor be 
adjudged bankrupt, or pass no resolution, or if the creditors do not meet, 
or if a composition or scheme is not accepted or approved, in pursuance 
of this Act, within fourteen days after the conclusion of the examination 
of the debtor, or such further time as the court may allow, the court shall 
adjudge the debtor bankrupt, and thereupon the property of the bankrupt 
shall become divisible among his creditors and s vest in a trustee.” 
By section 21 (1), ‘‘ When a debtor is adjudged bankrupt, or the creditors 
have resolved that he be adjudged bankrupt, the creditors may, by 
ordinary resolution, appoint some fit person, whether a creditor or not, 
to fill the office of trustee of the ag ong of the bankrupt, or they may 
resolve to leave his appointment to the committee of inspection herein- 
after mentioned. (5) The official receiver shall not, save as by this Act 
provided, be the trustee of the bankrupt’s property.’’ Section 22 provides 
for the appointment by the creditors of a committee of inspection. By 
section 54, ‘‘ (1) Until a trustee is appointed, the official receiver shall be 
the trustee for the purposes of this Act, and, immediately on a debtor 
being adjudged bankrupt, the property of the bankrupt shall vest in the 
trustee. (2) On the appointment of a trustee the *—* shall forthwith 
ae to, and vest in, the trustee appointed. (3) e property of the 
ankrupt shall from trustee to trustee, including under 
that term the cial receiver when he fills the office of trustee, 
and shall vest in the trustee for the time being during his con- 
tinuance in office, without any conveyance, assignment, or transfer 
whatever.”’ By section 56, ‘‘Subject to the provisions of this Act, the 
trustee may do allorany ofthe following things (inter alia)—(1) Sell all orany 
= the property of the bankrupt (including the goodwill of the 

iness, if any, and the book-debts due or growing due to the bankrupt) 

by public auction or private contract, pene. to transfer the whole 
thereof to any person or company, or to the same in parcels.“ By 
section 68 (3), ‘‘ All expressions ref: to the trustee pra teers a 
shall, unless the context otherwise req , or the Act otherwise provides, 
include the official receiver when acting as trustee.”” By section 70 (1), 
‘*As regards the estate of a debtor, it shall be the duty of the official 
receiver, (a.) pending the appointment of a trustee, to act as interim 
receiver of the debtor's estate, and where aspecial manager is not appointed, 
as manager thereof; (g.) to act as trustee during any vacancy in the office 
of trustee. (2) For the p of his duties as interim receiver or 
manager, the official receiver shall have the same powers as if were a receiver 
and manager ——— by the High Court, butshall, as far as practicable, 
consult the wishes of the creditors with respect to the management of the 
debtor's —— By section 121, ‘‘ When a petition is presented by or 
nst a debtor, ifthe court is satisfied by-affidavit or otherwise, or the 
cial receiver reports to the court that the property of the debtor is not 
likely to exceed in value £300, the court may an order that the 
debtor's estate be administered in a summary manner, and thereupon the 
provisions of this Act shall be subject to the following modifications (inter 
alia) :—(1) If the debtor is adjudged a bankrupt, the Official receiver shall 
be the trustee in the bankruptcy; (2) there shall be no committee of 
inspection, but the official receiver may do, with the permission of the 
Board of Trade, all th which may be done by the trustee with the 
permission of the committee of inspection.’’ Bnrerr, M.R., said that it 
was not disputed that the sale was a beneficial one for the estate; so 
beneficial, indeed, that the creditors’ trustee had adopted it. But though 
the creditors’ trustee did not object to the sale, he objected to pay, the 
official receiver's commission of six per cent., and for this peryose 6 took 
the point that the official receiver had no power at all to sell. lordship 
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was not sure that the preliminary objection might not have been raised 
that, if the trustee adopted the sale, he could not.be heard to say that the 
official receiver was not entitled to his commission. But this objection 
was not taken, and the important question arose whether the official 
receiver, being trustee in the interval between the adjudication and the 
appointment of a creditors’ trustee, had power to sell the bankrupt’s 
rty (other than perishable goods). On the one side, it was said . 
he could do this, there would be no check on him, the 
being yet in a position to int a committee of inspection. 
side, it was urged that, if the official receiver could not sell, 
im t for the estate it might be that the bankrupt’s 
be sold at once, it could not be sold until the credi: 
trustee. *9— —— pene * doubt, of 
lordship’s judgment wo 
of poe FA her ay that the words of an Act 
be .taken in their plain and ordin 
something in the context which obliged the court to read them in 
a larger or in a more limited sense. The official receiver was 
appointed to act in a particular bankruptcy under the provisions of 
section 9, when a receiving order was made. Then sub-section 1 of 
section 20 provided that, the moment the court should adjudge the 
debtor a — his ——* should vest in a trustee. en came 
section 54, which said , until a trustee should be appointed (there 
could be no doubt that that meant a creditors’ trustee), the official 
receiver should be the trustee for the purposes of the Act, and that, 
immediately on a debtor being adju bankrupt, the property of the 
bankrupt should vest in ¢he trustee. t trustee? There was only the 
official receiver up to that moment, and he was the trustee “for the 
pur of the Act.” The property was to vest in the trustee. What 
could the trustee do? Section 56 defined the powers of the trustee, and 
it said that, subject to the provisions of the Act, the trustee might sell 
the property of the bankrupt. What was there to show that you must 
read into section 56 these words: ‘‘ Not all trustees, but only some 
trustees ; not the official receiver when he becomes trustee on the 
adjudication, but only the creditors’ trustee ;’’ and then, when a difficulty 
arose from this construction, say that the official receiver might be 
included wheu he became trustee, on the happening of a vacancy after a 
creditors’ trustee had been appointed, though he was not incl when 
he became trustee at the beginning? A great deal of the ent on 
behalf of the trustee was founded on this, that, if the Act was interpreted 
literally, there would be tautology in it. That was not enough to show 
that the words were not to have their plain meaning. The main ent 
of the Solicitor-General, on behalf of the Board of Trade, was , that 
there would be great difficulty in working the ———— of section 121 as 
to small bankruptcies if the official receiver not the power of sale 
contended for. This argument did not much impress his lordship; he 
thought the provisions as to small bankruptcies could be worked either 
way. But it was not necessary to decide the point. His lordship based 
his judgment on this, that, after a careful examination of all the 
provisions of the Act, sections 54 and 56 were plain and simple, and gave 
the official receiver, when he became trustee on the adjudication, power to 
sell the property of the bankrupt, and there was — equally plain in 
the rest of the Act to show that he was not to have that power. The 
words must be construed in their ordinary sense, and the decision of 
Cave, J., must be reversed. Bacoattay, L.J., was of the same a. 
He thought that the above provisions of section 70 dealt only with the 
powers of the official receiver at the time when he was acting as 
receiver, and had no relation to his powers when he was acting as 
trustee. Bowen, L.J., concurred. 

The court gave leave to appeal to the House of Lords, provided that 
am of the creditors sanctioned the appeal.—Oounsg., Sir F. Her- 
schell, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie; A. Charles, Q.C., and J. B. Linklater. 
Soxrcrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; Linklater, Hackwood, $ Co. 


Banxrurtcy—Oommitment Ornper—Racervine Orpsr—ArrestT—Pay- 
MENT UNDER Protest—Ricut or Trustes yo Monzy Parp.—In the case of 
Ez parte Stewart, Official Receiver, In re Ryley, which came before Cave, J., 
sitting in bankruptcy, on the 11th inst., a curious question arose, as 
to which the learned judge explained the prinaple of commit- 
ment on a debtor’s summons. A receiving order been made 
against the debtor on February 12, and on February 23 an 
order was made for summary administration of the debtor's estate 
under section 121 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The official 
receiver refused to make an allowance to the debtor for the support of 
himeelf and his family until the debtor brought to him the amount of his 
salary, as registrar, then due. The debtor was on his way to the office of 
the official receiver with £4, the arrears then in his ate. when he 
was arrested by the serjeant-at-mace of the Mayor’s Court, on a commit- 
ment order made before February 12 by that court, for non-payment of 
£2 8s. 6d., due to Mesars. Jones & Oo,, on a judgment recovered by them in 
that court. The debtor ** to the serjeant-at-mace his position. 
and that a receiving order had been meee ae him, but he refused 
to release him, and the —— £2 8s. 6d. ——* to procure 
his release, and brought the oe, £1 11s. 6d., to the official receiver. 
Application for payment of this sum to the official receiver was made, 
first to the serjeant-at-mace and then to the Mayor's Court, and the latter 
—*2 was adjourned to allow of the present 2 ag by the 
official receiver for payment to him of this sum of £2 88. 6d. Cava, J., 
held that the case was within the principle of Cobham v, Dalton (44 L. J. 
Oh. 702), and that the creditor, by virtue of section 9 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1 and of the nog © the receiving order, lost his right to 
enforce his claim by arrest. © commitment order is not a process for 





contempt, but a means of of the debt, and this is 
contcmaPt up the recent County Ooust Ralce (anuaty), 1884. The 

must be to the official er.—CounssL, Muir Mackenzie. Bouaci · 
tons, J. Tucker; W. W. Aldridge. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Soticrron—Banxrvurtcy—Pusiic Examination or Destor—Ricut oF 
County Court Racistrar To pEMAND Werirren Avruoriry or So.icrror— 
Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, 8. 17, sus-section 4—19 & 20 Vicr. c. 108, s. 43. 

Queen 


whether a county registrar, 

refuse to allow a solicitor acting 

section 17, sub-section 4, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, unless he produces 
his authority in writing. It appeared that Mr. A. G. Ditton, as 
solicitor for Messrs. G. H. Renton & Co., who had tendered a proof in a 
bankruptcy, attended the public examination of pa arpa nhc pny oe 
to question him under the above section. The defendant r to 

him to do so unless he produced his written authority, which the solicitor 
declined to do. Thereupon Mr. Ditton and the Incorporated Law Society 
moved a divisional court, under 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, s. 43, for a rule 
calling upon the defendant and the debtor to show cause why the solicitor 
paul nas he itted to question the debtor concerning his affairs, and 
the causes of md peri tows yA in writing. Grove 
and Hawkins, JJ., a nision the ground that the applicants had 
no locus standi, and that the creditor alone could apply [entep. 103]. The 
appli ppealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., Baccattay and Bowen, 
1. 5J.) dismissed the appeal. Brett, M.R., said that he doubted whether the 
solicitor could apply under section 43 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, and his 
opinion was that he was not within the section. The words ‘‘any party” 
referred to a litigant in the court, and in this case the creditor would be 
the party. But a larger view might be taken of the case—viz., that the 
solicitor might be assumed to be applying, not only 

as representing the body of solicitors, and, therefore, 

be stated to be that the defendant had refused the body o 

— to —— —— 80 * —8 court . 

of its officers would desire the application to be heard. was unneces- 
rats Stns pe tee Ane ang had a an aaa. Taek he had, his 
lordship was of opinion registrar was e question was 
— the solicitor was ‘“‘a ive’? within the meaning 
section 17, sub-section 4. It had been argued that, if so, a counsel 

have to produce his written authority, in which case, as he has n 

could not y 

he has the senduct of the particular part of the litigation intrusted to him, 
and the client is not his master. Therefore he is not a representative and 
does not want the authority. Buta solicitor represents his client through- 
out the litigation both in and out of court, and in — 
is the representative of the client, 

of section 17, sub-section 4, so as to 
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The case was within the 
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C., and Linklater. 
153. 190% 
S. C., 1883, orp. 65, Rn. 27 (39 
Srarsment oF Grovnps oF Onsecrion— 
CHASER — AGREEMENT THAT PURCHASER SHALL PAY 
Sorrcrrors Act, 1848, ss. 37, 38.—In a case of In re Mi 


Court of A: No, 2, on the 13th inst., 
of sub- 39 of rule 27 of order 
party who be dissatisfied with the 
San eae at 

of any items, may, 

deliver to the other panty te 

officer, on Coe ae 

therein bya in a short 

soon apply tothe 
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The words of this rule 
Rules of 1875. In the 


from those of 
t pase the for 
dill of costs of 


ance, the purchasers at their own 
the vendor to peruse and execu 
the purchasers wish to have the said 
the vendor agrees to convey the 
the purchasers shall pay all the costs 
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other necessary party thereto, in and about the perusal and execution of 
every additional conveyance and deed of covenants, and of all attend- 
ances thereon or connected therewith, including the of any 
production of deeds after the first.” The vendor had, at the request of 
the — executed a separate conveyance of one of the plots, and, 
on occasion, the bill was paid which the purchaser sought to tax. 
On the hearing of the summons to tax, leave was given to the solicitors to 
deliver an amended bill of costs in lieu of the original bill, and it was 
referred to the taxing master to tax the amended bill. The 
master disallowed certain items in the amended bill. The solicitors 
delivered objections in writing to the disallowance, the ground of objection 
stated being ‘‘ that these are reasonable and r to be allowed.” 
The taxing master overruled the objections, giving this reason: ‘‘ These 
are charges which I conceive are not within the terms of the contract, and 
not proper to be against the purchaser.’’ The solicitors took out 
summons before Kay, J., to review the taxation. On the hearing of 
is summons, the objection was taken that the principle on which the 
(rng mesies had proceeded was wrong, and that he ought to have taxed 
the 2 application being under the third-party clause) as between 
and their client, the vendor, and not, as he had done, as 
between the and the vendor, and that the items in question 
c as between the solicitors and the vendor, and ought, 
‘ore, to have been allowed. Kay, J., affirmed the decision of the 
ing master, holding that he was right in having regard to the agree- 
ment between the vendor and purchaser. The Court of Appeal (Corron, 
Laxpey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. On the opening of the 
. they raised the point that, as the objection on the ground of 
principle tothe disallowance had not been stated in the written objec- 
tions delivered to the ing master, the solicitors were not at liberty 
~prak BF cppesite party might have the opportunity of 
e ite party might have the op 70 
the grounds of objection. If it was intended to raise an 
—* of principle, it ought to be stated in the written objections 
otherwise the taxing master would be entirely mish As, 
however, Kay, J., had heard the case on its merits, and this preliminary 
objection not been raised before him, and, moreover, from what the 
taxing master had said, he appeared to have had the question of principle 
to his mind, though it had not been brought before him in the 
eir ips consented to hear the appeal argued on its 
to deal with the objection of principle. And they held that 
the —— was liable only for such costs of the vendor as were provided 
for by the agreement, and the items in question did not come within 
the agreement. Corrox, L.J., said that this was not a case in which a 
third party was, by reason of the relation between himself and the person 
primarily , liable to pay all the costs properly incurred by that 
person. The vendor could only rely on the agreement between himself 
and the purchaser. The amended bill which the solicitors were allowed to 
deliver must have been a bill relating to those particular c which, 
by virtue of the agreement, the purchaser was bound to pay. e taxing 
to the conclusion that the items in question did not relate to 
matters within the contract, and, therefore, he struck them out of the bill 
was that they were proper charges as between 
vendor and the solicitors, and that under the third-party clause 
ust be as between the solicitor and his own client. 
that wastrue. But the purchaser did not contract to pay all 
between the vendor and his solicitors in relation to 
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not within the agreement. It could hardly contended in a 
case of mortgagor and mortgagee that the mortgagor would be liable to 
pay costs of the mortgagee’s solicitor relating to matters entirely outside 
the mortgage. Lusviey, L.J., said that it is well settled that under the 
third-party clause the taxation must be as between the solicitor and his 
client. But still the third party was only entitled under that clause to 
tax a bill which he was liable to In the present case the leave given 
to deliver an amended bill dl have meant a bill which the 


upon 
i to tax it might have in- 
¥ & submission to pay all the char, 2S ae ar eee 2 

> only 


haser, as well as the vendor, was liable 
to pay.—Covnser, Ralph Neville; B. F. Norton, Sorscrrons, Chester, 
Mayhew, § Co. ; Walker, Son, & Field. 


Coers—T ax arios—Soricrrone’ Rexcunenation Act, 1881, s. 2—Genenat 
Oxunan oF Avover, 1982, sve- sections 2, 6—Busers 268 COMMENCED BEYORR, BUT 
CONCLUDED ArTEn, THE Zlet or Deceueurn, 1892—Convevancine Busines 1s 

Acrion—Bcnereis 1, rant 1—Peecnasen’s Sosscrrou—Paeranation oF 
Cowract ov Sate—Ieveerication of Trrte—Execrion wv Soricaron. —~ 
& case Of Fleming +. Hardcastle, before Pearson, J., on the 9th inst. 

gestions axcme apon the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act of 1881 and 
Order of A 
Order apply to the costs of business commenced before, 
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JowRmAL, \, a ve Denne (ante, p. 28), that they do. At that time 
In 10 Field BW. B. 5b, ante, 426) bad, oh been decided by the Court 
—— ———⏑⏑ ⏑⏑ —— tn the — — 
on the very Gay om which the present case was heard by Pearson, J. He 





held that, in In re Field, the point was distinctly decided by the Court of 
Appeal in accordance with the view of the taxing master, and said that he 
was of course bound by that decision, though, in the absence of it, he 
might have been to take a different view. The next question was 
whether the Act and the Order epply to conveyancing business in an action. 
Section 2 of the Act authorizes the making of a general order for regulating 
the remuneration of soli ‘in respect of business connected with sales, 
purchases, leases, mo: , settlements, and other matters of convey- 
aucing, and in respect of other business not being business in any action 

or transacted in any court, or in the chambers of any judge or master, an 

not being otherwise contentious business.’? The action in the present case 
re Tete wnene ot one fe Pomiyes Pee estates (by 
a next ) against the trustees of the settlement, to make him a ward 
of court, and have a scheme settled for his maintenance and education. 
The costs in question related to the purchase of some land by the trustees, 
with the sanction of the court, in the action. The contract of sale had 
been prepared by the solicitor to the trustees, not +f the solicitor to 
the vendors. Part of the land sold had formed part of the settled estates, 
and had been sold by the trustees to a railway company under their 
statutory powers. The trustees hased it as gurping land not required 
ba company. The purchase by the company never been com- 
pleted, and the contract of repurchase provided that the purchase by the 
the company should not be completed, butthat the trustees should becontent 
with such assurance as should revest the landin them, As to that part, 
therefore, of the land comprised in the contract for purchase from the 
company, no investigation of title was req . Pgarson, J., following 
the decision of Kay, J., in Stanford v. Roberts (L. R. 26 Ch. D. 155, 28 
Soxscrrors’ Jovanat, 304), with which, he said, he agreed, held that the 
Act and the Order apply to conveyancing business in an action a4 
with other conveyancing. A third question was this. It was urged, on 
the authority of In re Lacey, that the Order did not apply, because the 
whole of the business, to which the scale fee prescri by part 1 of 
schedule 1 relates, had not been performed by the solicitor, inasmuch as 
the title to the whole of the property purchased had not been in- 
vestigated. Pzarson, J., held that the scale fee applied, inasmuch as the 
title had been investigated so far as an investigation was necessary. 
A fourth point was this: whether the trustees’ solicitor was, 
in addition to the scale fee, entitled to charge for the preparation 
of the contract. Schedule I, 1, states t the scale fee pay- 
able to the vendor’s solicitor is “‘for deducing title, &c. (including 
preparation of contract, or conditions of sale if any).’’ But in the case of 
the purchaser’s solicitor the scale fee is “‘for investi yen, Hagng &e. 
(including perusal and completion of contract, if any).” Nothing is there 
said about ‘‘ preparation of contract,’’ probably because in general the 
contract is — by the vendor’s solicitor. Pzarson, J., held that, as 
the trustees’ solicitor » in fact, — the contract in the present 
case, he was entitled to charge for so doing in addition to the scale fee. 
It was also urged that, in the present case, the solicitor had, under sub- 
section 6 of the Order, elected that his remuneration should be according 
to the old system as altered % schedule 2, by sending in his bill, under 
the order in the action to tax the costs, made out according to schedule 2, 
and that he could not have made an election before. Pzarson, J., held 
that, even if the solicitor could have elected at all after the Order had come 
into operation, the business having been commenced before (which he 
doubted), the sending in of the bill did not amount to an election.— 
Counser, 8. Dickinson; Cookson, Q.C., and W. Latham. Soxscrtor, R 
Petch. 
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OBITUARV. 


MR, BORLASE HILL ADAMS. 


Mr. Borlase Hill Adams, barrister, died very suddenly at his residence, 
51, Bedford-square, on the 29th ult. Mr. A was the second son of 
Dr. William Adams, of Doctors’ Commong. He was educated at 
Winchester and at Exeter College, Oxford, and was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1843. He formerly practised in the 
Court of Chancery, but he retired several years ago, and he had since been 


actively en in magicterial and local government business. He wasa 
the county of Middlesex, and was, for several years, chair- 
man of the committee ustices of the Hanwell Lunatic Asylum. 


re tous alte oosunrtier of the St. Ofler's Miscou ary 2g ny St. Giles’s ct 
Board of Works, and he was a representative of the latter body at the 
Metropolitan Board of Works. 


THE HON, ELIOT THOMAS YORKE, 


The Hon. Eliot Thomas Yorke, barrister, formerly M.P. for Cambridge- 
shire, died at his residence, 15, Park-street, Grosvenor-square, on the 3rd 
inst., aged eighty. Mr. Yorke was the third son of Vice-Admiral the Hon. 
Sir Joseph Sydney Yorke, K.O.B., his mother havingsbeen the daughter of 
Mr. James Rattray, of Atherston. He was born in 1805, and was raised 
to the rank of an earl’s son by Royal warrant in 1835 on his eldest brother 
as fifth Earl of Hardwicke. He was educated 
at Harrow and at Bt. John’s College, Cambridge, and was called to the 
bar at Lincola’s-inn in 1832. ) ted Cambridgeshire in the 
Conservative interest without interru — ea oe! 1865 yous be 
retired. weed en mony albedo & tenant for Cam . 
and he was for many years “C — a ae lor that 
county. Mr, Yorke was in 1883 to the daughter of Mr. Emilius 
Delme 
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SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. J. Anderson Rose in the chair. The other directors 
present were — a Hurry —— Be —2 W. — Brook, Edwin 
Hedger, J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, Richard Pennington, Philip Rickman, 
Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, W. Melmoth Walters, E. W. Williasase 
Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £320 was 
distributed in ts of relief ; thirty -three new members were admitted 
to the Codie; and other genera’ business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
IyTeRMepiATE Examination. 


The following candidates were successful at the intermediate examina- 
tion held on the 23rd of April, 1885 :— — 


Abbott, Frederick Charles Evans, John Ivor 

Adams, William Evershed, Herbert Evans 
Adams, William Henry, B.A. Fearnley, James 

Adlington, Jonathan Ferens, Edwin, B.A. 
Aizlewood, Albert Percy Fernihough, George 


Allen, James Ferrington, George 

Allen, William Edward Field, Joseph He 

Alpe, Frederick A Firth, Thomas W: Staplee 
Ash, Frederick William Fletcher, Franklyn Ha 

Ayres, Harry Edward Flower, Ernest cis Swan 


Badcock, Frederick 

Bale, John Edward 
Bantoft, Guy Cyril 
Beaumont, Henry 

Bell, Edward Albert 
Bennett, Thomas, B.A. 
Bennison, John 

Berridge, Samuel Morpott 
Blackburn, Vernon Kent Glover, 
Bloomer, William 
Bobbett, Lewis Albert Goolden, Herbert Richard 


Booth, William Edwin 

Bowman, William, B.A. Greenwood, Edgar Francis, B A. 
Broadbent, John William Griffith, Robert Jones, B.A. 
Grist, Edward James 


Brown, Malcolm Tomlinson, B.A. 
Burkinyoung, Charles Edmund Hallam, Sydne ‘ 

Hallas, Edgar Wheatley 
Harman, Arthur Howard 


Burroughs, James 

Bury, Walter Wilfrid 

Bush, 5 gton Paul — —* Benjamin 5 
e, Peter —* enry Augustus 

Campi, John Todd Hays, ohn Stormont 

Canning, Philip Lovell Hampden Heath, Alfred Th 

Chapman, Frederick William 


Floyer, Sydenham Ernest 
Formby, Miles, B.A., LL.B. 
Forshaw, George Alfred,B.A. 
Frank, Laurence Ward, B.A. 
Fulton, Frederick John 

Gabb, Richard Frederick Baker 


Charlesworth, John Herd, Harry Ernest 
Charleton, Robert Ash, B.A. gins, Alexander Pearce 
Chester, Edward Grenado ins, William 
Chevalier, Arthur Edward Everett 


Christie, George Norman 


Hodgkinson, Edward Dixon 
Clarke, George Corbet 


Holmes, Frank Henry 


Clench, Sidney Augustus —, William 
Close, Charles John Ward Hulme, Robert Edwards 
Coley, William. Humphreys, Edward Lewis 


Comerford, Hugh James, Oluny Macfarquhar 


Cook, Walter Ainsworth Jenkins, John Lewis 

Cope, William Silverwood, B.A, Jessop, Robert 

Copland, Charles Albert, B,A. Jones, Douglas Hurst, B.A. 
Coren, John William Jones, John.Thomas 

Coulman, Edward Jones, Howe Orenton 
Orickmay, Arthur Hayter Kendrick, Walter Ernest, B.A. 
Oruesemann, Edward Kerr, Francis James 

Dabbs, Arthur Henry ite, Ernest Acton 

Daniell, Herbert Basil —*— Percival, B.A. 
Daniell, Edward Prichard Langley, John Aten, B.A., LL.B. 
Darby, John Lawton, James eld 


D'Arcy, Francis Meager 


Laybourne, Peroy . 
Daun, William Henry, B.A. 


Leak, William Arthur 


Day, Francis Lear, Arthur James 
Dennis, John Herbert Lee, George 
Denton, Albert Woodruffe Lee, Harry James 
Dixon, Herbert Griffith Lewis, George Herbert 
Douglas, David Fraser, B.A. Lewis, _ 
Durant, Edward Cecil Lewis, William Lyndhurst 
Earle, Francis George I tfoot, Frank 
Ellaby, Arthur James Lilley, 
—* — —* ohn Alexander 

msley. Garside sogan, George Alfred 

» Theodore Robson Lowe, Arthur Labron, B.A., LL.B. 


Macklin, Charles Campbell Smith, Hi Ayscough 
Malkin, Robert Smith, ae ~ md 
Matthews, Sy Snelling, Percy William 
Medcalf, John Soame, Charles Buckworth Herne 
Melley, Augustus George Sunter, John Hollings 
Miller, Thomas Spearman, John Gustard 
Millward, Alfred Spencer, Herbert Beechey, B.A. 
Monckton, Herbert Haden, B.A. pilsbury, George Hubball, B.A. 
Moore, Alfred Percival, B.A. 8 , George , B.A. 
Moore, Charles Ed’ Arthur A 
Frederick William Stock, 

Mullock, Richard Arthur Stockton, Oliver James 
Munby, Frederick H Stoneham, Reginald Charles 
= * P Swaine, William 

evins, Victor Eamonson Barker 

. Tanfield” Arthur George 

Ogden, Frank Everard Taylor, Alfred William 
Paddock, Albert Edward Taylor, Athelstan Howard Odin 
P. Alfred Taylor, Charles Alfred Innes 
Palmer, Thomas Joseph Mills Thompson, Ernest 
Parham, Maurice Crozier Thorn, Alfred Henry 
Parker, Alan Montagu William 
Parkes, Francis Townsend, Arthur Robert 
Pearce, James Alfred Alfred 
—— Cleveland John Travell, J Jackson 

idcock, Arthur Troughton, George 
Pierce, Ernest Wilson Tuppen, John Herbert 
Pinniger, Thomas Clare Roland 
Pollard, John ay Turner, Francis 
Powell, Wadham Turner, George Holborn 
Preston, oq Se Veale, William George 
Price, Charles Thomas Vincent, Hugh Corbet, B.A. 
Quarrell, Thomas Read, B.A, Vizard, Walter Oswald 
Ralph, Richard Christian Wade, Arthur Edward 
Rawsthorn, John James Waite, H Skinner 
Rayner, Wilfrid Wakeford, William Frederick 
Reckitt, Charles Coleb Walker, John Leonard 
—*2** Robert Robey Wansey, Arthur Alfred 
Rees, David Warden, Quintin Hume 
Regge, Robert William Watkins, Daniel 
Ridley, Henry Douglas Watson, Frank 
Robinson, Hugh Mansfield Watson, Harry Crawford 
Roche, Charles Hubert Webb, George Ernest 
Rorke, George Samuel Webster, Herbert Walter 
Row, les Welch, Alfred Bassett Starbuch 
Rutherford, Henry Taylor Welsford, i 
Sanderson, Stephen Goodman Weston, George 
Savage, Thomas James Whalley, James Alexander 
Scholefield, Joshua White, Edward 
Scurfield, Ernest Goodinch 
Serjeant, Bernard Gilpin Williams, Heaton Lloyd 
Sharp, John Joseph Williams, Robert 
Sharp, John Moverl W: Samuel 
Shells, Frederick Walter Wilson, Henry Bouchier 
Sheppard, Wi Charles Pears 
Simonds, John Edward Wood, Peters 
Smith, Arthur Yarde, John Edward Whitbourne 


Smith, Henry John 


Fovat Examination. 


The following candidates were successful at the final examination held 
on the 2ist and 22nd of April, 1885 :— 


| Andrew, Herbert John : Coleman, Leonard 
Asplin, Charles Cooke, Frederick William, B.A. 
Austin, Charles Howard, M.A. Cornish, Edward 
Bate, Reginald et ph hens —— — Henry 
—8 Mgrs hag erm Curwen, Harry 
nm ennett Cushing. Robert 
— William Thomas Danby, William 
Bilbrough, Edward Power De veril Hussey 
bik — * Llewellyn 
ur 
~ Nicholas: Holman BA —— een done 
ve BA See war Ragell, B.A 


Brayshaw, Alfred Neave, B.A. 
Bristow, Emeet 
Brotherton, Peroy Henry 


a 


Buchanan, Mac Iver Faire, Albert Charles 
Burchell, Henry, BA Fawoett, Joseph 
Buraham, Henry Charles Fawssett, Harold 


Butler, John Richardson 
ll, William Knapp 


Caudwell, Paul, B.A. 
Chaldecott, Thomas Edmund Hi Isadore 
Ch » a LL.B, Green, 


i 





Herbert 
, Frank Kentish Herbert Hariagton 
Cheeaman, George Edward Vincen ay natn aa 
Cobb, William Henry 
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Hellier, Edward William 
Hickman, Hump John 
Hier-Evans, Alfred 


Hiscott, Thomas Henry 
Holmes, John Wallace 
Hooper, John Edmund 
Hume, — Wedderburn 


nm 
J -Brown, Thomas Arnold 
Joke Tien 


King, Richard Francis Henry 
Kingdon, Charles Laurence 


Porter, George Joseph Bayspool 
Raby, William 


ward Brodie Ramwell, John 
Hirst, Harry Horatio Vickerman 


Raworth, Edwin 

Raynes, William Walter Henry 
Rheam, Philip 

Robinson, Francis Stephen 
Rockett, John James 

Sanders, Henry Archibald 

St. Quintin, Jeffrey Charles, B.A. 
Saunders, Edward George 
Scott, Hubert Edward 

Shalless, Edwin 

Shoesmith, Robert Walker 
Short, George Glen 


Kingdon, Frederick William W1sh-Sidebotham, Arthur 


Langford, Charles William 
, James Preston 


Sinclair, Henry Valentine 

Slark, William 

Slater, Minton 

Sloan, Walter James 

Smedley, Joseph Benjamin 
Smith, Frederic Wiffen 

Smith, Samuel Joseph Woodham 


Lockhart, t ; 
Lowe, Frederick Augurtus Whit-Spink, Albert Henry 


more 
Mackay, Alexander Joseph 
Mactark, Kenneth Thomas 
Marigold, James Arthur, B.A. 
Medd, Herbert Goldsmith 
Medforth, Frederic Julian 


Pinoy, Henry Elliott: 


Stainer, Harry Harbottell 
Swan, John Charles 

Temple, Guy 

Thorpe, Arthur Davis 

Tucker, Charles Heywood 
Twemlow, John Orry 
Waddington, Evelyn 

Wade, James 

Walker, William 

Washbourne, William Edward 
Weaver, Arthur John 
Wellborne, Harry de Montfort, B.A. 
West, Horace 

Wharton, John Henry Turner, B.A. 
White, Thomas 

White, William Montgomery 
Whitehead, Arthur Croxall 
Wiggins, John James 
Wightman, Edgar 

Williams, Walter Thomas, B.A. 
Williams, Henry Hanks 

Willis, Thomas William, B.A. 
Wilson, Anthony Godfrey 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The 


* 


her Maj 


bese 
* 


was ultimately adjourned. 


usual weekly meeting of this society was held on the 12th inst.» 
. J. Lithiby in the chair. The subject for discussion was as follows: 
’s Government have ceased to deserve the confidence 
Ae e debate was opened in the affirmative by Mr. 
a iff, and Messrs. Raymond, Barker, and Bilney followed on 
same side. The negative was supported by 
s, and Napier. The debate, which was well sustained through- 


by Messrs. E. E. Davies, J. J. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joux Caum Hotes, solicitor (of the firm of John Holmes & Son), 
of 34, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-street, E.C., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner of Deeds for the State of New York. 

Mr. Joszrn Osxzx Wurrz, solicitor, of Merthyr Tydfil, has been ap- 
pointed Clerk to the Vaynor Highway Board, in succession to his partner, 


the late Mr. John 


Mr. White was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 


Mr. Anruur Hazzisow Srauroxp (of the firm of Peel, Stamford, & 


Hines), of Bradford, has 


Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judi 


ted a Commissioner to administer 
ure. 


Mr. Hexserr Hazpy Cozens-Haxpy, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher 


of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Joszru Awyszi1, solicitor, of Birmingham and Aston, has been 


Mr Ansell was 


-Coroner for the Central Division of Warwickshire. 
tted a solicitor in 1862. 


Mr. Azruve Weermnoox, solicitor 


(of the firm of Timbrell & Westbrook), 
of 44, King William-street, bas been 


nted a Commissioner to admin- 


ister Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Mr. Ricuazp Pewstsxoron (of the firm of Cookson, Wainewright, & 


Pennington), of No. 6, New- 


uare, Lincoln’s-inn, has been elected 


Chairman for the ensuing year of the Committee of the Law Society Club, 
Chancery -lane 


Mr, Hexxy Bevenier, of the Bengal Civil Service, has been appointed 
a Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Calcutta, on the 2* 


of Mr. Justice M. 
Sir Joux Lamernt, K.C.B., who has been ted a Member of the 
Privy Council, in recognition of his recent public services as Chairman of 





the Boundary Commission, is the son of Mr. Daniel Lambert, of Milford 
Hall, Salisbury, and was born in 1815. He was admitted a solicitor about 
the year 1838, and he practised for several years at Salisbury, of which 
city he was mayor in 1854. He was one of the inspectors of the Poor Law 
Board from 1856 till 1867, when he was appointed receiver of the Metro- 

litan Common Poor Law Fund. He oom permanent secretary to 
the Poor Law Board in 1871, and he retired from the public service in 
1882. He was created a Civil Knight Commander of the Order of the 
Bath in 1879. 


Mr. Frepericx Jonn Woop, barrister, LL.D., has been elected Chairman 
of Convocation for the University of London. Mr. Wood was educated 
at University College, and uated LL.D. in 1848. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1843, and he practises as 
an equity draftsman and conveyancer. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
May 7.—Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Oxford Corporation Water. 
May 8.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Britis.—Northern Railway of Buenos Ayres Company; Ward's 
City of London School for Girls. 
May 11.—Bill Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Manchester City Extension. 
May 12.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Bruis.—Neath Water; Guiseley, Yeadon, and Rawdon 
Railway. 
Submarine Telegraph Cables. 
Metropolitan Streets Act (1867) Extension. 
Bill in Committee. 
Highways. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrrs.—Columbia Market and Railways; Penwortham Bridge ; 
Manchester Ship Canal ; Caterham Spring Water (Amendments). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 
May 6.—Bill in Committee, 

Registration (Occupation Voters). 

: Bill Read a Third Time. 

Burial Boards (Contested Elections). 

May 7.—Bills in Committee 

Registration (Occupation Voters). 

East India Unclaimed Stocks. 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Bri1s.—Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway; Metro- 
— Railway; Southport and Cheshire Lines Extension Railway; 

talybridge Gas Transfer; Tilbury and Gravesend Tunnel Junction 
Railway (Abandonment). 

May 11.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Briis.—Albert Palace Association; Foundling Hospital ; 
Metropolitan Outer O:rcle Railway ; Greenwich and Millwall Subway. 

Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Paivate Biris.—Great Western Railway; Latimer-road and Acton 
Railway ; Great Northern Railway (Various Powers); Hull, Barnsley, and 
West Riding Junction Railway and Dock; Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway; Lincoln Corporation Gas Purchase; London and South- 
Western Railway (Various Powers); Whitehaven Town and Harbour. 

Redistribution. 





May 12.— Bill in Committee. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 3), 








LEGAL NEWS. 


Mr. Chamberlain, replying to a communication from Mr. Thcmas 
Harrow, of Birmingham, says the returns show that the operation of the 
Bankruptcy Act has been even more successful than he anticipated. He 
has no reason to believe that the number of private arrangements has 
very materially increased, but, even if that were the case, there would be 
no objection under the existing law, since opposition by a single creditor 
can bring an estate into bankruptcy ; and, if all the creditors of a debtor 
are agreed to release him from his obligatious, there is no reason why 
they should be prevented from making such an arrangement. 

In pursuance of the rules, the following gentlemen will retire from the 
Bar Committee on the 6th of June next, but are eligible for re-election— 
viz.: Mr. J. R. Bulwer, Q.C., M.P., Mr. A. Charles, Q.C., and Messrs. 
C. Baggallay, R. A. Bayford, J. Beaumont, H. B. Buckley, E. W. Byrne, 
G. Farwell, T. C. Hedderwick, H. Jeffreys, M. Ingle Joyce, T. N. 
Lawrence, G. Pitt-Lewis, W. ©. Renshaw, E. P. Wolstenholme, and 
W. C. Smyly. Candidates for vacancies on the committee must be 
proposed in writing, such writing to be signed by at least ten barristers, 
which must be sent in to the hon. secretary, Mr. 8. Lofthouse, Farrar’s- 
buildings, Temple, on or before Saturday next, the 16th inst. Proposal 
forms can be had on application. 





At the Westminster Police Court on Tuesday, Mr. Douglas Walker, 
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barrister, attended on behalf of the London School Board to support a 
test case, the Board asking for an order of committal against a parent 
without the issue of a distress warrant in the first instance. The summons 
was against a labourer in receipt of 25s. a week, and it was proved that 
his three children, aged ively, 12, 10, and 7, were neglected, the 
two elder ones being only in the second standard, and the youngest in 
‘no standard.”” There had been two previous summonses, and the last 
fine was not = until after a distress warrant was issued. Mr. Partridge 
for the neglect now proved imposed a penalty of 3s. and costs, but 
refused to sanction immediate — Ar. bn a wy teers 
the Legislature gave magistrates a jonary power e 00 
Acts. In this case the Board visitor had made an inventory of the defend- 
ant’s —— sed ng of a distress a —* be —— = P — 
said a very question was o up. vin, to the 8 
of the Summary Jurisdiction ye fr tes ought to be very doe te issue 
commitments till they were satisfied by indisputable evidence that a fine 
was not likely to be paid. In this case it was not shown that a distress 
would be ruinous, because on a previous occasicn a distress warrant had 
produced the money. If School Board officers had to give evidence 
as to what a distress was likely to realize it would make them arbi- 
ters, and place them in a very invidious position. A good deal of 
their former unpopularity had happily died out, but the old bitterness 
would be intensified if visitors were to act as ‘‘ inquisitors”’ and into 
’ rooms to see if their little stock of furniture would a fine 
and costs. Mr. Walker remarked that the School Board were desirous of 
simplifying their machinery, and wished their powers administered in the 
best possible way, so that the children were sent to school. Mr. Partrid 
observed that, as a magistrate, he it as a misfortune that the 
Small Penalties Act was repealed. It worked very well indeed, and no 
— who knew his business thought of committing a man to prison 
under its powers merely because he was unable to pay. The Summary 
Jurisdiction Act sometimes placed in a very difficult position. 
On the application of counsel for the School Board, his Worship granted 
orders for immediate distress in several cases where fines were imposed. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. ee Done — See V. C. Bacon. Mr. — 
Mon., May 18 Mr. Merivale Mr, Beal Mr. Clowes Mr. King 
Tuesday ... 19 King Farrer Koe Merivale 
. eee 20 Farrer Beal Clowes King 
Thursday.. 21 Beal Farrer Koe Merivale 
I | pees 22 Ward Beal Clowes King 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. Norra. PEARSON. 








Pugh 
Carrington Lavie 
The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 23rd * of May, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 26th day of May, 1885, both days inclusive. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jom Srock Comnanrss, 
In CHANCERY. 

AMERICAN, BRITISH, AND CONTINENTAL CABLE COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for 
winding — — May 6, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on May 16. 
Foss and , Abchurch lane, solicitors for the peti! 

CLAYTON MILL MANUFACTURING COMPANY, LiwiITeD.—Petition for winding Up, 
Prosented M 4, directed to be heard before Pearson, +, On , May 16. 

tchard and Co, Little Trinity lane, agents for Costeker, Darwen, solicitor 


for the petitioners 
Gazette, May 8.1} 

BRITISH SEAMAN AND Prtots’ GUARDIAN Company, LiwITED.— y an order made 

by Kay, J., dated May 5, it was ordered that the — be wound a} 

and Oo, Budge row, agents for Wilson and Lawton, chester, - 

citors for the petitioner 
ICELAND SULPHUR AND Correr ComPaNy, LiTED.— 
order, dated April 15, appointed John Folland Lo 7, to 
official liquidator. tors are required, on or before June 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. 
Monde , July 6, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the deb’ 


DaLE AND AsHwoop Daz Lue Company, Buxton, Luarrep.—Petition 
for winding up ted A ril 28, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., 
on the tlon in Trinity Sittings. itchard and Painters’ Hall, 
agents for Boote and Edgar, Manchester, solicitors for the peti 
(Gasette, May 12.) 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
WE, Gatod Nay "i wan eran Catia Polly wom we 
J , it was 9 
Phel and Co, Gresham st, solicitors for the toners 2 * 
Firr INTRA NEFIT BUILDING SoocrwTy.— an order made Bacon 
V.C., dated May 2, it was ordered that the society be wound up. Phelps and 
st, solicitors for the tioners 
CENTRAL Benerrit BUILDING Socrty.—By an order made by 
Bacon, wy fated May 2, it was ordered the society be wound up. 


that 
Gresham st, solicitors for the petitioners 


Nunta East CenrTrat BEnerir Buripine Socrery.— By an order made by 
Soa el Mar &. 38 ne codened Dad he —* wound up. PEdine and 
Nint pod ey ts By an order made by Bacon, V.C. 

INTH — C., 

ee ee ee oe ween Oe Phelps and Co, 
PityMourH, DEVONPORT. AND District Tramways Company.—By an order mie 
Wilting sna Oo Greshaey Hi 4 — tar tee conineny * sl 

ins an ou 

‘Tawra Easr CENTRAL BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY. —B an order made by Bacon, 
wound up. Phelps and 


AREHOUSE 
resented May 8, directed to be heard before J., on June 6. 
Specchley and Co, New inn, agente for Paisley and Falcon, Workington, soli- 
‘tors for petitioners t May 12.) 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LoTEeD IN CHANCERY. 


Briccs BROTHERS AND .—The Vice-Chancellor has, by 
cnt feed Agee 14, eugene’ ie Bee See ee ee ae 
aa sses, and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, to the above 


addresses, 
Monday, June 15 at 11.30, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 


— — CoRNWALL. 

resented May 2, directed to be heard before reap — Petition for the Prince's 
2. 

Yall. Truro, on Tuesday, May 19, at 11. Cock, Truro, agent for Snell and Co, 


ne: (Gazette, May 8.) 
Frrenpty Socretres Drssotvep. 
RocHDALE BorovGH Band CivuB, Band Room, South lane, Union st, Rochdale, 


Lancaster. May 8 (Gasctte, May 12.) 
PERSEVERANCE SIO nD Bonin — 
Pugiar — Commercial Hotel, Pilsley, Chesterfield, Derby. 

(Gazette, May 8.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
AARONSON, HYMAN, ly — Ny rd, Chelsea. May 21. Aaronson v Kesner, Bacon, V.C. 


. cery 

Brices, JosePH, Ulverston, Lancaster. May 16. Sherman v Park, Registrar, 
Preston ct. Mansfield, Barrow in Furness 

BYWELL, VINCENT, Hull, Gent. May 21. Todd v Cook, Bacon, V.C. Thomsvn, 


Darnty, GEorGE Goon. . Wi Solicitor. May 26. Lioyds Bank- 
ta cocpenen Gamat ee, Carey tie, at Sala 
HAaRINGTON, 8 t.-Colonel a DoNELLY, oe Ta June 1. 
PICKLES DAVID, Leeds, Gent. May $0. Bailes v Pickles, Bacon, V.C. Middleton, 


Leed: 
: Southampton. June.1. Hughes v Bennett, Pearson, J. 
Paris, Southampton ; F 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ADAMS, JOAN, Yardley, Worcester, Yeoman. June 1. Beale and Co, — 
ALLDER, THomas, Burnham, Bucks. ay. , Gt James st, row 
‘ Julia, Clifton, Bristol. June 22. and Co, Bath 
eles ee es ee 
Grores, Kingsbridge, Devon, Bootmaker. May 16. Hurrell, Kinzs- 
CAMPBELL, CHARLES Sutton, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. May 30. Walls and 
Co, Queen Victoria st 
Winchester st, dia = rsd ae a oe — 
CARWARDINE, THOMAS Kimbolton, Hereford, Gent. June 6. Lloyd and 


Co: JOHN . Junei. Hores and Pat- 
—— — J—— Essex, Esq. 
Seen Winer Halifax, — fs hy eee oe 

Danby, CHARLES Epwann, Brviaby Denbiche Esq. June %. James and James, 


Dagee, Witt1aM Henry, Brymbo, Denbigh, Esq. June. James and James, 


Dawson, Huan, St Leonards - Junei. Da Hastings ; 
Dany, Hiana Oia Windsor, Bath. Mays Wouley and Hashes, Gt Win 
Dyeas, Dap, JORN, — ni, West Kensington, Doctor of Medicine, CB. 
egus, Lincoln's fields 

Faronwan, Mant, Rosherville, ar Gewvesend. June 4. Kingsford and Oo, Essex 


Strand 
Phas, Doxat Choriton upon Medlock, Manchester, Coal Merchant. June 


ARSIDE, ALice, Chadderton, nr Oldham. 29. Cobbett and Co, Manchester 
Hanoowé, Cuakuore Buus, St Asaph, Fine May 31. Trafford and Oook, 
Hpasmenes, Rosune, Altstasham, Ghesten, Capel Menage. June ®. Claye and 
Hrecine, Guones, Bedfcrd, Common Brewer. June 9. Sharman and Smail, 


CKSON, GrorGR, Rotherham, York, Gent. June 24. Alderson and Co, Sheffield 
sae Week. Dunnington, Warwick, Wheelright. June 13. Slatter and 
Stratford upon Avon 
— King’s Bromley, Stafford. June 1. Cox Buekhurst, Tun- 
Jounson, Epwarb, Chester le Street, Durham, Esq. June %. Francis and 


ONES, , a. and Bush, Bristol 
Ay Ss — 





"ee Cee a eee 
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; Wit11am Brooxs, Batley, York, Salesman. May 81. Brearley, 
ee, Purleigh, Essex, Farmer June 1. Crick and Freeman, 
7 ea Oswestry, Salop, Gent. Junei0. Minshalls and Parry- 
ae. JoHN, Maldon, Essex, Accountant. June 24. Crick and Freeman, 


Rowse, Tz eso Clifton rd, Marylebone, Esq. June 1. Lawrence and Co, Old 

— — ouN Durr, Eton College, Buckingham, Esq. June1. Law- 
rence and Co, Old Jewry chambers 

SPEAK, SHADRACH, Darlaston, Stafford, Gent. June 1. Slater and Marshall, 


SPENcER, DANIEL, Smithy Bridge, Lancaster. June 8 Cobbett and Co, Man- 


' Gazette, May 1.) 
Lincoln's inn fclde ye, end Co, 


—— MABGAREV, Carlisle, — Merchant. June 20. Donald and Ostell, 


Mary Ann, Spring | grove, Isleworth. June 30. Shearman, Gresham st 
Buss, JouN EDwarp, Cambridge, Photographer. May 31. Ginn and Matthew, 


Brown, GARET ELIZABETH, Holland Park. May 30. Mackrell and Co, 


CAMPBELL, CATHERINE VIRGINIA D’Este, Lordship lane, Dulwich. J 24, 

—— and § ye John st, Bedford row . " * — 
THomas, Sunderland, Joiner. May 18. Dixon and Co, Sunderland 

Cooxg, —— Hewar. D Guten La: ein Gen iar tee spews 1. 

Fg pg — ester = * eee ant 7 . 
VIES, JULIA Maris, Reading, Berks, June 20. Dryland, Reading 

DBAPER, JO — Petry, Chipping Norton, Oxford, "Baker. June 1. Wilkins, 

Duckett, Henry, Embsay, York, Cartwright. Aug 1. Heelis and Thompson, 


. JOHN, Kippax, York, Grocer. Junei. Foster and Raper, — —— 
Gx. , Romford, Essex. Juneé6. Hunt and Co, St. Swithin’s 
oe. GzoRGE Krve, Romford, Essex, Corn Merchant. June 6. *3828 ond Co, 


s lane 
— TERROT, South Shields, Gentleman. July 21. Rennoldson, South 


Shields 
GREEN, SAMUEL, Pontefract, York. Junei. Foster ay Raper, — 
———— CHRISTOPHER Darsy, Reading, Berks, Esq 20. Lambert, 
Grro«sHaw, Wri114M, Sheffield, Watchmaker. Juneé. Taylor, Sheffield 
Hatt, LEONARD, Heeley. Gentleman. July2. Ta a Shetield 
, JOHN, jun., Stone Easton, Somerset, June a. Inman‘and Co, 


Bath 
=, Jous, Kingston upon Hull,Carman. Juneé. Watson and Co, Hull 
dex, Croydon, Surrey. Ly FP Downs. Croydon 


on teem at ni a 4 House, Fulham, Major. May 30. 
OHNSON, Mary ANw, Kent. July 1. Wake and Co, 9 
Keener, AGsEs, Mutley, Devon. June 1. Wedlake and Co, Serjeants’ Inn 
— Saint Lawrence Hall, Maldon, Essex. May 30. Rowland, Croyd 
LiyGarD, — —— Lyne, Innkeeper. — 1. Gartside and 
—— Wri, Stockeld Park, near Wetherby, York. July 15. Bromet 
MUNFORD, * . JOHN Noomw, Mabe, Cornwall. June 24. Palmer and Co, 
Muerts, THomas Hewry, Great Sta 
7 to ughton, Huntingdon, Brewer. June 30. 
Nezrisos, Jou» Gueexsuretns, New Basinghall street, Merchant. June 30. 
OLIVER, — — rd, Twickenham. June 15. Watson, Grace- 
Patxz, JOuN, Walsall, Stafford, Harvess Furniture Manufacturer. Aug 10. 
— Roserr, — uredtord, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. June 8. Beverley 
— — 8 Gelligaer, Glamorgan, Farmer. July 1. Shirley and Sons, 
Picor ny Basingstoke, Hants. June 13. Walker and Co, 
Surrey, Gentleman. June 15. Watney and Co, 
THomas FELLOweEs, Merton villas, U: N 
ies. Gre 4nd, pper Norwood. June 11. Roberts, 
eltham. near Huddersfield, Butcher. June15. Laycock 
——— Sheff coring Enite Grinder. Juneé. Taylor, Sheffield 
— ——— Penycae, Lianfacthlu, Anglesey. May 16. Turner and Co, 
Serine, MAxey, Compton rd, Highbury. May %. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s 


ADDINGTON, NICT! 
a AB OLAS, Accrington, Lancaster, Wholesale Draper. June 4. 
{ Gazette, May 5.) 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


19.—Mesars. —— TEWSOR, FARMED, at the Mart, 
—— ——— ———— — April 2, p. 4). 
PARERROTHER, E1tis, CLARK, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
ertisement, May’2, 2, 9-4) 
at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 


D. 4). 
at 1 p.m., Frechold Property and 


9 

ARMER, & Bringews t the . 

—— Ae advertisement, May “4 ae * 
A at the Mart, at 2 p.im., Freehold 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


May 4, at Greenhill, Beg toe te Canada, the wite of Peter D. Crerar, 


Axvrer. — 10, at Alderlea, —BR& the wife of Thomas Hewitt, solici- 
tor, of a daughter. 


LATHAM: —March 28, Pop ene China, Thomas —— barrister- 
at-law, to Rona < daugh iter — of Shanghai 


CAMPBELL.—May 8, at Tonbridge, Bruce Campbell, barrister-at-law, aged 45. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
THE BANKRUPTOY ACT, 1883. 
Fray, May 8, = 

RECEIVING 
Adams, Charles Michael, Bjeutaghem, a Birmingham. Pet May 5, 
Ord May 5. Exam June 
=. John Sutton, Lichficla. —5 Walsall. Pet Apr24. OrdMay4. Exam 


5 Levi, Wi outh, Dorsetshire, Builder. Dorchester. Pet May 6. Ord 


Bat 6. Exam y 21 at 1 2 Count sal Dorchester 
y, Arthur Gibbons Kings 
"fon on Hull. Pet May 1, 


A 
Exam May 14” Hartlepool, Jeweller. Sunderland. Pet May5. Ord May 5. 
14 


Black Lead Manufacturer. Kings. 
ars. eo June 1 at2 at Court House, 


Burgess, es, Wigan, Draper. Wigan. Pet May 5. Ord May 5. Exam 
May 19 at 11. =" 


Cima, Giuseppe, Cheltenham, Confectioner. Cheltenham. Pet May 4. Ord 
May 2. Exam June 5 at 12 
Occ, Samuel, Southampton bldgs, Chancery jane h Court. Pet Apr 2. 
Ord — Exam June 10 at 11 af 34, Lincoln's, ’s inn fiel 
am, = — Birmingham, Tailor. Pet May 6. Ord May é, 
‘xam J 

Darbyshire. “eo ~_ sci GR Cor Wigan. Pet May6. Ord 
May 6. Exam May 19 at 2.30 
Davis, ——— Cowbridge, Glamorganshire, Stationer. Cardiff. Pet May 4. 
Figwer Max} Exam June 11 at 2 

Ramm May'at abit General Dealer. Exeter. Pet Apr 20. 

1 a 

pore illiam’ Plaisto tow, Essex, Salt_ Merchant. h Court. Pet 
May 6. Ord aye 6. Exam June 12 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
French, William Ro, ene, SF inchester, Dealer in Horses. Winchester. Pet May 
2. Ord May 2. p oe 
mtr James ge ll Oxfordshire, Coachbuilder. Banbury. Pet 
5. Ord Ma: Exam June 16 
H iipench Polisher. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


5. ay 15 

J 8 and William Tall t, Dewsb' —— Woollen Manufacturers. 
Dewsbury. azct Mar 4. Ord May ys 27 
Hyde, worth rd, Barnsley, B erand Dyer. Barnsley. Pet 
ay 4. rd May4, Exam June 4 at 11.30 
— John, — *— Warwickshire, Tip Printer. Birmingham. Pet May 

Ord May 4. Exam June 4 

5* —— Manchester, Tailor. Salford. Pet April 28. Ord May 6. 


20 ai 
Lindo, David, Sc Gouth s¢ Finsbury, West India Merchant. High Court. Pet 
May 4. Ord M: 5 t+ June 11 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Lovet, “George, i * * ottingham, Waiter. Nottingham. Pet May4. Ord May 


Lowther, oy ly Ventnor, Isle of wet Doctor of Medicine. N: —— and 
wey de. Pet May5. Ord May 5 xam June 3 at 10 at Townhall, Newp 
fy Spitalfields ‘Meee Middlesex, Potato ite "High 
— ’ Pet May 6. Ord May6. Exam June is at i1at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mason, Ellen, Boyle ‘st, Saville row, Old Bur m st, Lod g House — 
—— et May 5. Ord May5, Exam June li at 11.30 at 4, Lin 


—— —— * Montgomeryshire, Bootmaker. Newtown. Pet May 4. 
am 
Fall Rms Bo tony —— Pie Maker. Bolton. Pet May 5, Ord 
18 ai 
— — loucester, Grocer. Gloucester. Pet May 6. Ord May 6. 


Pa —— Charles, Blackwood, Mon., Grocer. — — Pet May 4. Ord 
— Exam 2* at * 30 * County Nem —* “k ne Pet i 
udlove, Geo uncoa —* —— out of business. Oldham. Pet May 
4. Ord Ma: 4. Exam May, 19 : 
Richter, Frederick William, Princes , St. George’s-in-the-East, Steward to a 
lub. High Court. Pet May 6. Ord May 6 xam June 18 at 11 at 34, Lin- 


Whittlesey, Stars, Innkeeper. Peterborough. 
—— Exam May 26 at 1.30 
— Colman, Tre orest, nr Pon ibypridd, Furniture Dealer. Cardiff. Pet 
May 5, at 5. Exam June il 
Thomas , Sussex, Builder. Brighton. Pet May 6. Ord 
May 6. Exam May 28 at 12 
Tatton, Robert Commercial rd a, Btepner, Gr Grocer, High | oe Pet May 4. 
TPrattles, Mathew, “Pet ifay 6 Manufacturer. ton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Ber 5, Ord Be 6, Exam May 15 
Tremble, Benjamin, Carlisle, Provisi erchant. Carlisle, Pet May 6, Ord 
May 6, Exam Ma 20 at 14 at Court House, Carlisle 
bi Py Leeds, Confectioner. Leeds, Pet May 6. Ord May 6, 
Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pot May 5. 


Ord 
3 wal h NTN Commercial Traveller. 

ig ST in ay June 9 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln’ 
igs festy tt Andee Angew, peatngs donshire, Publican, 
— — gemma. Pet May 4. Ord 

2 9— 11.80 
3 Foot Menutacturer, Leeds, Pet May6. Ord May 6. 
y 12 a 

Woodhouse” George Henry, B ,» Yorks, Beorho M ov. Halifax, 

Pet May 6, Ord May 6. 5 ~ oo MEPeRT A ” 


= Charles Michael, B: —— May 19 at 11. Official Re- 


Adamson hurch st. May 18at11, 83, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Andrews, Frodtick George,” Canterbury * $y oh May — Bee a2, St 











MLA of 
— Hay tn sy Finer torr, Kensington, the wife of J. Alder- 


Re, barrister-at-law, A a wm (dead). 


ait ay — ‘ilies, ape 2 Haakruptiy bidye Por Portuaal wt Linoaln’s tan 





aa tt a» ot eo a cob Ot Ok Ot ce a a a ee CU Oe 





1885. 


witt, solici- 








, barrister- 








ged 45, 


et May 5. 
‘4, Exam 
ay 6. Ord 


r. Kings. 
irt House, 


d May 5. 
5. Exam 
y 4. Ord 
et Apr 2. 
rd May é, 
ay 6. Ord 
st May 4, 
t+ Apr 20, 
urt. Pet 
Pet May 
ury. Pet 
Middles- 
facturers. 
sley. Pet 
Pet May 
rd May 6. 
yurt. Pet 
Ord May 
rport and 
Por tig 
an Soids 
Linco * 
et May 4. 
y 5. Ord 
d May 6. 
y 4. Ord 
Pet May 


vard to a 
5 34, Lin- 





rborough. 
diff. Pet 
y 6. Ord 


t May 4. 
| Tees and 


y 6 Ord 
d May 6, 
t May 5. 
y 6. Ord 


Traveller, 
Lincoln’ 


Publican, 
ay 4. Ord 
rd May 6. 

Halifax, 


ficial Re- 


inn 
0. 92, St 


in Her 
coln’s inn 
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Barber, John Sutton, Lichfield, Gentleman. May 18 at 3. Official Receiver, 


Arthur Gibbons, Kingston on Hull, Blacklead Manufacturer. May 19 at 
Bree ee inet Caw Society, Lincoln's tim idan Dowlaliey ina 
Hull 


Charles, Wigan, Draper. May 19 at 10.30. County Court bldgs, 


Casson, m, Bare, 8 yon eh Cheshire, Traveller. May 15 at 3.15. Official Receiver, 
—— useppe, Cheltenham, Confectioner. May 15 at 2.30. County Court, 


— — William, ay + Png Builder. May 18 at 2. Bankruptcy blidgs, 


tg og st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Collier, — a ly, Gent. May 18 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 

© 2 Matthews. —— Somerset, Wine Merchant. May 16 at 11. 
ristol Arms Hotel, Bridgwate 

Cottam, John ge lane, Shetila eld, Potato Salesman. May 19 at 11. Official Re- 


Derbyshire, John, W Wigan, Wringing Machine Maker. May 19 at 1.80. County 


art * 
* hug —— no occupation. May 15 at 3.30. County Court, Chel- 
ten. 
Flowers, Frank, Shaldon, Devonshire, General Dealer. May 18 at ii. Castle of 
Exeter, ter, Exeter 


French, William — Winchester, Horse Dealer. May 16 at 2. Official Re- 
ceiver, Ne Jew: t, Winchester 


ewson onan Po lar grove West Kensington, Major in H M Army. 
May 15 at 11. 33, Corey, st, coln’s inn 
William Craske, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer. May 15 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 


Hacon, 
King st, Norwich 
Harvey, Dobson William, 7 Athletic Outfitter. May 19 at 3. Official 
— igtree lane, Sheffiel: 


Hayward. James Prince, Banbury, Oxfordshire, Coachbuilder. May 19at 11.30. 

Official Receiver, 1, St *sViates xford 

— Mary _ ‘Dodworth rd, )Harnaley, Bleacher. May 20at 11. County Court 
ham, » John, “Atherstone, Warwickshire, Tip Printer. May 18 at 11. Official 


Johnson “tisean Ueno. Ramsgate. May 22 at 3.30. 7: st, Ramsgate 
ing Philip, Markweil, Lithie Biritals, ‘Liccnsod Vittodlion” Man teat &. 38, 
arey 


— og Be Basford, Nottingham. tNottinghass Manufacturer. May 
15 at 12. Receiver, Exchange walk, N 

Lloyd, John, Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Chemist nist May 15 at 12.90, Official 
Receiver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 

Lovett, George, jun, Nottingham, Waiter. May 15 at 2. Official Receiver, Ex- 
change walk, Nottingham 

Evan, Newtown, ee, Bootmaker. May 8 at 1. Official 


iver, Llanidloes, Montgome: 
— Thomas, Bolton, Lan re, Piemaker. May 19 at 11. 16, Wood st, 


Oxley, William Ls ak Fancy Draper. May 15 at 12.15. Official Receiver, 2, 
Westgate st, I swich 
* peace Brak ur hem, Painter. May 19 at 12. Official 
Receiver. e,8 
, Henry, Salisbury, Gal  cerchant. May 16 at 11.80. Official Receiver, 


ary 
Price, Lewis Charles, Blackwood, Monmouthshire, Grocer. May 18 at 3.30. 
Official Receiver, Merthyr Ty afil’ 
Proaiiove George, Huncoat, nr Accrington, out of business. May 15 at 3. 
My ee Sheffield, Plainer, May 20 at 11.90. Coun’ 
©) ver, own, nr er, a at 11 
Court Hall, Barnsley « * 


Tiden, Lorenti, Gasca’ Mf wane st, Merchant, June8 atii. Bankru bl 
= gh Af eet) ptcy bldgs, 


Tremble, Benjamia, —— Provision Merchant. May 20 at 12.30. Official 
Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Upton, John Hreshney, New Brighton, Draper. May 15at3. Official Receiver, 

ey 
Waterhouse, Robert, Leeds, Confectioner. May 18 at 11. Official Receiver, 22, 
‘ark row 

Watson, John, North Shields, Innkeeper. May 18 at 11. Official Receiver, County 
chbrs, N ewcastle on Tyne 

bow om, St Austell, Cornwall, Baker. May 16 at 12. White Hart Hotel, 

us’ 
Wheatley, Isaac Robert, — Andrew, Huntingdonshire, Publican. May 


26 at 12. County Court, P 
hite, . —— — Silver Pla Piste Manufacturer. May 19 at 1, Official 
ver, ne, 
Williams, John Ghorlton-cum-Hardy, nr Manchester, Cloth Merchant. May 21 
— 
ouse, r enry, house Fy 
16 at 11. Official Receiver, ‘Lownhall chb 2 





Halifax 
Yardlg Herbert Arthur, Holborn — gia Hotel rietor. May 15 at 
— * bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’, 8 ies —— 


5 John, By Hewronstle on Tyne, out of | puaihees. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Bresianer, Louis, Geacechurch st, Ship Broker. High Court. Pet Feb i Ged 
Burslem, G. O., Great Vine st, Regent st, Gent. High Court. Pet March 9. 
Carlton, Carlton Watson, Chalfont St Peters, —*z Gent. Windsor. 

ore Feb 18. Ord May 4 

Gime, Guiseppe, Cheltenham, Cook. Chel! ~ = 

Clegg, 0 oe ee Clegg, Heywood, Lan 

Darb re, ein, Wigan, Wringing Machine oe Wigan, Pet — 6. 

Da chy, and Shadrach Davies, Swansea, Chainmakers. Swansea, Pet 

Dar a Besin, Gark sy st, Burlington gdns, Solicitor. High Court, Pet March 93. 
Desro, Thomas a dayton, Staines rd, Hounslow, Brewer. High Gourt. Pet 

—— William, Plaistow, Essex, Salt Merchant, High Oourt. Pet May 


ber — Ashwin st, Dalston, Cabinet Maker. High Court. Pet 
rs 
Goodwin, A | Qiisen’s rd, Now Orona Gate, Draper. High Court. Pet March 


6, 
cc a Deptford, Kent, Fruiterer. Greenwich. Pet April 16. 


Solicitor. Liv . Pet Fed, 
pone 


* Stockton on Tees —— 
Saas a 5. Ord May 
—— Ss runnin aaah aah, 











q, John, Bridgend, Glamorganshire, Chemist. Cardiff. Pet April10. Ord 
er, Horace, Ventnor Joho of Wight, Doctor of Mafisine. Newport and 
——— illiam, OE a a York. Pet April 

— ns Ord 


Nustall, Thomas, idee ie } ree mi Pie Maker. Bolton 
— Gloucester. Pet 6. Ord 
Pai 9 * ames, Monkton, Pembrokeshire, Farmer. * ney Dock Pet Ape 


sawyer, — High Court. Pet Feb 14. Ord 


William, Northam: Clerkenwell, Manufacturing Jeweller. High 
Court Pet Mar 31. Ord F 
— Dealer. Sheffield. Pet Apr 20. Ord 


- renee eee eon Bury St Edmunds. Pet 
Tatton, Ro Denk Ccamhatelel 18, Geapng, Gniten. High Court. Pet May 4. Ord 


Trt, bo. ugh, Pet ¥ Pet poet * 28 
lesboro May 5 
* — — ny 5 Ord 2 Sheffield. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
Webber, John, St. Austell, Cornwall, Baker. Truro. Pet May2, Ord Ma: 
Wheatley, * ——— see oe — tS, 
The —* — notice is substituted for that published i 
the London Gazette of May 5. 
Bowles, James, Algarkirk Fen, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Mar 2. 


2 
— Tusspay May 12, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
7 John, jun, j= and a 


Ord 7. 
Bennet 


J ye 
‘une 

es Robert, Portsk Mon, Baker. Newport, Mon. Pet May 
May 9. Suse Yee 2058 1 


Day, W Frederick, Reading, Hosier. Reading. Pet May 6. Ord May 7. 
Zam June sat , at Ansine Courts 
Dihester.” Pet Apes. Ord May 7, Exam June Set?” 
es * une 
Elderton, Arthar E , Devo Major-General. Exeter. Pet May 7. 


Ord 7. Exam at at 11 
Freuden Alfred Great Helen’s, Commission Merchant. 
High Court. Pet May 6. "Pot May 8. Fecam Fume 12 ot 11, ab 94, Lincoln's s inn 


om, Robert, Sens. Yorks, Brush Maker. Dewsbury. Pet May 7. Ord May 


‘Ada Elizabeth, Bris Milliner. Bristol. Pet May 9. Ord May 9. 

Exam June 5 at 12, at at Guildhall, 

Hewitt, John Massey, Manchester, Estate Agent. Manchester. Pet Apr 23. Ord 
Exam June 8 

Jebnson, Samuel — Leamington, Butcher. Warwick. Pet May 7. Ord May 


— James —* Ashton under Lyne, Milliner. Ashton under Lyne and 
bridge. Pet May 7 


. Ord Exam 
Legge ward, address Carmeinn High Court. Pet Apr 21. Ord May 
isan = yg eS inn fields 


— OT $4, 
Mason, Wil — See a tee — York. Pet May 6 Ori May 
Meehan, Thomas F St aibans, Hertfordshire spare, Mar Hat Manu- 


Grocer Tredegar. Pet legar. Sicgar. Pet May 6 Ord May 9. 


G@reeni 


see 








Exam 
,_Alffed, and. Achille Morin, De Premion, Lombard st, Commission Mer- 
High Court. Pet May & Ord May & Exam June 1! at 11 at 3, 
Lincoln’s inn fielas 


Posser, Mark, Wakeietd, Maltster, Wakefield. Pet May9®. Ori May 9. Exam 
une 

Joh Soom, Cornwall, Tobacconist. Truro. Pet May & Ord 
ay 8. Exam June SY 


Riches, enry, — Oolehesiet Pet May 9. Ord 
J Sat3Sat 
RS was at Townhall, ; Pet May 
BS es. = June 2 at 11 ok meen, 
— orks, Dyers. Huddersfield. Pet May 8 Ord May 8. Bee SS 


yeas, Ades, Tanealh, Wendinmaiaes. Lincoln. Pet Max . Ord May’. Exam 
——— —— Walsall. Pet Mays Ord Mays. 


sont E., High enchant, Fie Ocart. Pet Apr 2. 
a June foe 
— etn ~ Ee Oni. Pet May Tt. 


*s inn fields 
—*83 —— Merchant. Bedford. Pet 
m Device, Hactbourne, Marchant, Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 


gangs, Sen bes Baker. Edmonton. Pet May & Ord 


oa Se 5 pee — Bradford. Pet May 
Wat 
—— — ying ae a Laveen ie 


ita Petts Solicitor. Huddersfield. Pet 

— mas, Thames, — Colliery Proprietor, Pontypridd. 
6. Wate 

Walls brose W: Sheffield. Pet Apr 2 Onl 


* 
7 ular. 8 
— Natat, Neat on ‘Tyne, Builder, Nowoastle on Tyne. Pet May 8 
—— — Oxford. Pet May 8. 
Wee. NN; Dabs. St Somes igh — — 


F 


— samen aide EE 


—— — — — — — 


— — — 


J 
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by =o — Leeds, Tobacconist. Leeds. Pet May 7. Ord May 7. 
une 
—— — Stokesle ey. Ye —5* bs —— on Tees and Middles- 


t Apr 30. Exam aor 
Alldridge, John, jun, and Samuel ‘Alldridge. 1 ge, Birmingham Nail Manufacturers. 
May = at 11. cial Receiver, —— t 
— —— Weymouth, Dorsetshire, Builder. May 20 at 1. Royal Hotel, 
eymou: 
» Charles Robert, Portskewett, Mon, Baker. May 22 at 12. Official | 
Receiver, 12, Trede — pl, Newport, Mon. 
William mstow, pee, Carman. May 2i at 11. Bankruptcy | 


Bennett, 
biden’ Portugal ‘st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Walter, Hartlepool, Jeweller. May 20 at 12.— 
a e ore, Colm Colmore —— ae —— we us 
rown, Henry J: ton, mmonger. ay 20 at 11. 
— * Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields * — 
Conno! — omas, Birmingham, Tailor. May 20 at 3. 


Dickinegs: Charles ( quite). Manchester, Master Porter. May 19 at 3.30. 
Official Receiver, one ’s chmb: rs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Charles, and Peter Dickinson. 
3. Official —— Ogden’s chmbrs, "Bridge st, Manchester 
Dickinson, Peter © (sep estate) — Manchester, Master Porter. May 19 at 
3.40. Official Receiver, Selene brs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Arthur, Paignton. Devonshire, Major-General. May 20at11. Bank- 


Bank- 





ruptcy bldgs, 33, Carey st, "Lincoln's f inn 

Helmcke, G., Bisho te st Within, Moss Litter Merchant. May 22 at 12. 
a pe bidgs, — st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hewitt, John M —— ester, te Agent. May 20 at 11.30. Official 
Receive; Ogden’s c , Bridge st, Manchester 


Knott, oll James, Ashton under L —— — May 21 at 2. Official 
iver, Townhall chmbrs, Ashton un 
lowther. Horace, Ventnor, Isle of Wisht, Doctor of Medicine. May 19 at 2 
ber of —— 145, Cheapsi 
May 21 at 12. Official 
ver, York 
Cxborrow, ward — Birmingham, Corn Dealer. May 20 at 11. 
oe Grocer. May 19 at3. Official Receiver, 84, Barton 
st, Gloucester 
Robinson, Martha, — Cambridgeshire, Innkeeper. May 26 at 1.15. 
Schawlow. Colman, Treforest, —— Pontypridd, Furniture Dealer. May 19 at 12.30. 
(Cfficial Receiver, ' 2, Bute crescent, Cardiff 
Brighton 
— a Spur Manufacturer. May 22 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Smith, Robert Comme, — lane, West Smithfield, Milliner. May 20 at 2. 33, 
Smith, Thomas Bint "Kimbolton, Huntingdonshire, Merchant. May 22 at 1. 
St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
——— 
Stowe, J — —— Machine Broker. May 20at1i. Official Re- 
J ante, Widnes, Lancashire, Plumber. May 21 at 3.30. Offi- 
cial Receiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
—— ene Sune eet +o rd, Brondesbury, Coal Merchant. May 20 at 
ew, Whitby, Yorkshire, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. May 19 at 
Wallis, Ambrose William, Shoffiels, Blacksmith. May 21 at3. Official Receiver, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield “ 
Official Receiver, 
County chbrs, Mepocatio on 
May 21 at 11. 33, Carey st, L 
, Leeds, ——— — 2iatii. Official Receiver, St Andrew’s 
ADJUD 
Alldsidge, John, jun, and Samuel — Birmingham, Nail Manufacturers. 
Birm: et May7. Ord May 
—— Walter. Hartlepool, Jeweller. Sunderland. Pet May 5. Ord Hog 8 
—— — Fenchurch st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Jan8. Ord May 
pet yea gt ae ’s in the East, Licensed Victualler. 
— me "Pet a 16. Ord — — 


Johnson, ~amuel —S Leamington, Butcher. May 21 at 10.15. Bath Hotel, 
Levy, Simon Salford, Manchester, Tailor. Mayo 20 at, 30. Court house, Encombe 
‘ord 
Mason, William, Stamford teldger Yorkshire, Draper. 
Official 
Receiver, Birmin: 
Peterboro 
Sontt Thomas Henry, Preston, Sussex, Builder. May 20 at 12. 39, Bond st, 
st, Lincoln’s 
Stillwell, — ates Plain, — Timber Merchant. May 19 at 2 Official 
is st, Westminste: 
ceiver, Terabe chbrs, 
‘e, Charles 
Tatton, Robert, Commercial Stepney, Grocer. May 20 at 11. 33, Care 
—— — gees — 
11. Official Receiver, 8, Albert 
Watson, Nathan, Newcastle on a tyne, Builder. May 28 at 11. 
Whaites, Charles Woolfrey, "Willoughby rd, Hampstead, Commercial Traveller. 
Arthur. 
p~ ity 22, Park row, Leeds 
ICATIONS. 
ingham. 
— —— Broomwood oe Wasniect, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Feb 
ae Cheshire, Traveller. Btockport. Pet April 16 “ora 
de J Farmer. Tonbridge Wells. Pet 


we * Unt Me 
Dykes Mary rod Taunton, Milliner. Taunton. Pet Aprs. Ord May 4 
h, James, and d Firth, Sowerby Bridge, Yori, Engineers. Halifax. 


— 
Gilnan, Thomas, jun, Aston, nr Birmingham, Druggist. 


Birmingham. Pet Apr 
16. Ord May 7 ’ 


Exem Tiiies, J os, John, Hereford, Builder. ao Pet Apr 27. Ord Ma: 


Kelsey, 
—. Official Receiver, White- | | Mechan, 

| Mulialey, Patrick, P 
Official Receiver, | “ght, Valentine Christopher, Deal, Cinque Ports’ Trinity Pilot. Canterbury. 
— Max, Aldermanbury avenue, Merchant. 
| Nimmo, — Alderson, Fence Houses, Durham, Brewer. Durham. Pet Apr 
Nort! — 4 Sandford Orcas, Somersetshire, Miller. Yeovil. Pet Apr 2. Ord 


anchester, Master Porters. May 19 at | 


Peer rare A Hove, Sussex, Fisherman. Brighton. Pet Apr 10. 
Pigein, Howard Edwin John, Norfolk, Plumber. Norwich. Pet Apr27. Ord 
Prondlove, George, Huncoat, nr Accrington, out of business. Oldham. Pet May 


Pet rb oh 56. Ord May 
Wood 


chard, Warrington, 
—— 6. Annul April 30. 


ort, Worcestershire, Licensed Vict —* Kidder- 


— Pet A Apr 1. Ord May 5 


Hyde. 3 Mary Ann, Dodworth rd, Barnsley, Bleacher. Barnsley. Pet May 4. Ord 
Trying, George, Birmingham, Egg Merchant. Birmingham. Pet Apr 2. Ord 
| J baw 5 oseph Gordon, Holt, nr Trowbridge, Cloth Manufacturer. Bath. Pet 


Apr2. Ord yg A 
Edward, mponERe, Butcher’s Assistant. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 
— 24. Ord May7 

ard Henry, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Tailor. High Court. Pet Apr 16. 


35 
omas Frederick, St. i Hertfordshire, Straw Hat Manufacturer. 

St. ‘Albans. Pe Pet May 7. Ord Ma 
Ww, Base °C, High Court. Pet Mar 20. Ord 


Apri5. Ord May 4 


High Court. Pet Jan'20. Ord 


Apr 138 
ow “4 » Francls Jot John, Brant Broughton, Lincolnshire, Miller. Lincoln. Pet 
a 
Oxborrow, Be Edward hemes, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. Birmingham. Pet Apr 
1 


Ord 


Sattele, Alois, Lincoln, Watchmaker. Lincoln. Pet May 7. Ord May 

Ski * yan, utbrook st, Peckham, Builder. High Court. Pet Mar "1. Ord 

—— Fore st, Upper Edmonton, Baker. Edmonton. Pet May 8. 

Stowe, Joseph, Stanningley, Yorks, Machine Broker. Bradford. Pet May 6. 

Woe ites Sohn, North Shields, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 5. 

Watts, Rabert, Chipping Norton, Oxfordshire, Butcher. Oxford. Pet May 9. 
jour, Clerkenwell-rd, Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 


ilks, Abraham, 
— 14. Ord May 
Woodhouse, — Henry, Brighouse, Yorks, Beerhouse Manager. Halifax. 


ward, Robert, Nortolk, — — — Pet April 11. Ord May7 
—* John Bruce, Brighton, Gent. » ‘hton. ud Augi. Annul April 30. 
mn, Ri — Gent.’ Brighton. —— “Warrington, “Adjud 
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ECHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
— the excess of fat extracted. 
—— it “ the most nutritions, per- 
——— for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
ded 


ROBE 


* ** 
Supper, and inyaluab Invalids and Children.” 
Seren — by the entire Medical Press. 

—. ,» Spice, or other admixture, it suite 
en — ———— keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with sterch, &c., and 1m BEALITY CHEAPER than such 
Miz 


tures. 
Made instentaneously with boiling water, a oo 
w » breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpen 
Cocostinas a La Vanitrzis the most delicate, Higestible, 
Manilla Chocolate, and pn Ae be taken when 
richer chocolate i is prohibited 
In tives at 1s. 6d., 38., bs. 6d,, &c., by Chemiste and 


on 8 al Terms ‘the Bole 
H, Wiech te,i4 —— —* “ton don, W 








EDE AND SON, 
SBR MAKERS; | é<, ci aia held on Mondays, We Wodixedsve, Thursdays 


BY 6PECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
— Mater, te Whale of et 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERE ~ 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 


Law Wigs’ * Geese for *—*— Town Clerks 
d Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION nests, UNIVERSITY & 
ESTABLISHED 1680, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


MESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND bet 
Watchon, Chains, Jewellery, Precious ston c 


The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
particularly to this ready means 
Ss a of — ona o ther 


In conveg e frequen their saler 
Messrs. J. Brite enabled jo incu large or sma 
quantities at short notice (if required). 


Sales of Furniture held at — houses. 


Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (es tablished 
1798) 38 and 39, G hurch-street, B. O. 

Messrs. Johanen & Dymgnd bes to notity SS, 
their Auction Sales 
Goods, Household 





CLERGY GOWNS 

















